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THERE HAVE ONLY been nine 
special joint sessions of the US 
Congress since the Second World 
War. Reagan‘s speech to the ninth 
on April 27th therefore under- 
lined the importance of his 
subject for US imperialism - 
Central America. 


Reagan‘s aim was to break 
down resistance to his plan to 
increase military aid to El 
Salvador’s reactionary government 
to 8136 million - five times the 
original budget. In this he was 
successful, as he has been in get- 
ting acceptence for US offensive 
on the second front in Central 
America - against Nicaragua. 

Since last November the US has 
openly admitted it has over 50 CIA 
personnel in Honduras and Costa Rica 
supervising the training of 2,000 
counter-revolutionaries (‘contras‘) in 
10 camps along the Honduras-Nicara- 
gua border. Operating from the 
Northern mountains their task has 
been via some GOO attacks, to sabotage 
Nicaragua’s main cash crop - coffee, to 
promote industrial de-capitalisation 
and break up communications . But 
even these two major battle zones are 
but part of a co-ordinated US offensive 
against anti-imperialist regimes or 
resistance groups in the whole region. 
Reagan ended a five-year oan on arms 
sales to Guatemala in January - the 
country generally acknowledged to 
have the worst human rights record in 
the world. On March 23rd Reagan 
took TV time to produce his since dis- 
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THE 1983 People’s March is on the 
road. The core march from Glasgow 
is being supplemented by feeder 


marches from all parts of the country 


By the time it reaches London on 
June 3rd there will be 500 People’s 
Marchers. On June 5th there is to 
be a mass demonstration, organised 
by the TUC, in London. 


First signs indicate that unless 
urgent steps are taken to organise 
rank and file labour movement 
support for and action around the 
March, it is not likely to make much 
of an impact. It will certainly be a 
quite, passive affair if the organisers 
have their way. 

They initially refused to support it at 
all. It is unlikely that they will do very 
much to make it a success while it is on 
the road. 


credited ‘proof’ of a ‘Soviet-Cuban 
airfield’ on Grenada to justify a 
further economic blockade and CIA 
operations against it. Finally, add to 
all of this the fierce hostility to Cuba, 
deceitfully portrayed as co-ordinator 
of a Soviet plot in the region. 

Nevertheless it is El Salvador and 
Nicaragua which remain centre-stage. 
US imperialist aid to the reactionary 
government of D'Aubuisson is not new 
nor are the attacks on Nicaragua, but 
in the last months there has been a 
definite escalation. During April some 
of the 3,000 Honduras troops on the 
border as well as the ‘contras’, invaded 
Nicaragua. Already, more have invaded 
than were involved in the US 
inspired Bay of Pigs invasion against 
Cuba in 1961. 

The reason for the increase in aid 
for El Salvador is the recent success 
achieved by the guerilla movement, 
the FMLN, and the appalling state of 
the El Salvadoran army. Since the 
July 1981-July 1982 government 
offensive against the FMLN fizzled 
out the guerrillas have grown in 
strength. Particularly, since January 
1983 the 5,000 guerrillas have taken 
and held over 30 towns and at the 
height of the present offensive even 
captured the small city of Berlin for a 
while. 

Ranged against them are about 
33,000 army and security men. But 
their morale is rock bottom. They 
suffered 12% casualties in 1982. Only 
about 5,000 are combat hardened and 
the whole army is riddled with incom- 
petence and corruption. Moreover, they 
have no air power either. Faced with 
this the 50 odd ‘advisors’ - one of 


YED! 


Likewise the Labour Party. It too 
originally opposed the march, fearing 
that it would prove a dangerous focal 
point for extra-parliamentary activity in 
a possible election year. In his farewell 
address to the March as it set off, Foot 
called on it to “arouse the conscience 
of the whole nation”. Obviously having 
been forced to support the March, he 
now hopes to turn it into a passive 
symbol. He made no mention of the need 
to build action against unemployment 
now around the March. Nor can he offer 
any hope in the foreseeable future for 
over a million of the unemployed. His 
plan is to reduce present unemployment 
figures by two-thirds over five years if 
Labour get elected, leaving a million on 
the dole. 


Ably assisting the national Labour 
and union leaderships are the local and 
regional officials and the Communist 
Party. These are the organisers of the 


whom was shot in combat in April - 
are spitting in the wind. Hence Reagan 
is calling for a drastic escalation in 
arms and eventually in training person- 
nel to stop the guerrilla advances. 


Officially, the USA justify their 
operation against Nicaragua by spin- 
ning a yarn about stopping arms 
supplies to the El Salvadoran guerrillas. 
Yet of late, trenchant Reaganites like 
US Ambassador Jeanne Kirkpatrick 
has made it clear that what they really 
desire is the overthrow of the Sandi- 
nista government itself. They are out 
to restore total imperialist domination 
of the area again. To do this they are 
more than ready to spend millions for 
a bloody war against the peoples of 
Central America. 


In a speech of 6th March Reagan 
admitted that, “with Nicaragua already 
there, (if) El Salvador should fall as a 
result of this armed violence on the 
party of the guerrillas, | think Costa 
Rica, Honduras, Panama, all of these 
would follow. '' For Reagan, Mexico is 
the last domino, on the USA's very 
borders. This could be an enormous 
economic blow to US imperialism. In 
the same speech Reagan warned that 


march on the ground. These people are 
in control of all the town reception 
committees. They are the marshalls on 
the march. They appoint the stewards. 
They are out to make the march a 
non-political, cross-class, “human” pro: 
test. They de-prioritisae workers action 
and politics, in favour of wooing supp- 
ort from bishops, Liberals, SDPers and 
even Tories. Keith Joseph was invited 
to the Leeds rally on May Day! Natur- 
ally, he declined. 


In Sheffield, the Stalinist dominated 
town committee - carefully watched 
over by a regional TUC full-timer - has 
banned political organisations from giv- 
ing out propaganda on the march. In 
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Miners at May Day celebrations in Manegue, 1981 


“650% of everything we import comes 
through the Caribbean and Panama 
Canal.” But Reagan also fears that 
further victories for the petit-bourgeois 
nationalist movements so close to the 
US would put a question mark over its 
ability to defend its investments and 
its influence anywhere in the world. 

It would potentially allow the Kremlin 
to further extend its diplomatic 
influence in the region. Kirkpatrick 
admitted as much and gave a lie to the 
nonsense about the ‘preservation of 
freedom’ in Central America. The 
national security of US imperialism is 
paramount. She noted,”...1 am 
concerned about tha potential strategic 
threat to the US that a strong Soviet 
military presence in the Caribbean and 
Central America could institute and 
what it doos to our ability to act alse- 
where in the world.” (Newsweek 14.3.83) 

The greater overt military role the 
US has adopted in recent months has 
caused some opposition in Congress to 
Reagan. These people are mainly 
Democrats wanting to refurbish their 
party's electoral fortunes. They are 
cynically manipulating the genuine 
anxiety of millions of American 
workers about ‘another Vietnam’ to 
this end; they are certainly no friends 
of the Central American masses. 

Despite the widespread anxiety 
about a major war, Reagan is 
determined. He had hoped that Argen- 
tina would provide the military ground 
personnel to train the El Salvadoran 
army and the Nicaraguan ‘contras’.But 
the rift over the Malvinas war made 
that impossible in the short-term. So 
Reagan is willing to commit hundreds 
and even thousands of US ‘advisors’ to 
do the job. William Clark - National 
Security Advisor - said recently “We 
will do whatever is necessary.” 

The American and European labour 
movements must be warned. The 
40,000 who have died in El Salvador 
at the hands of government death 
squads since 1980 must not be multi- 
plied. Action can and must be taken 
within and outside Central America to 
resist Reagan’s current offensive. With- 
in Nicaragua the Sandinista government 
must be forced by the actions of the 
working class, who launched a big 
strike wave early this year, to expro- 
priate the important private sector of 
the economy. So long as the FSLN 
allow the I'kes of the Pellas family to 
own 35% of the important sugar 
industry there will be a powerful base 
of counter-revolution jnside the country 
itself. This in turn will aid the activities 
of the contras and Honduras troops. 





Picture: Network 


Indeed it is to this base that former 
FSLN leaders turned contras,like 
Commandante Zero, are appealing. 
Unless the Sandinistas break with the 
bourgeoisie then their bourgeois.allias 
all of Zero’s ilk, will definitely break 
with them. 

Within El Salvador there are two 
burning issues that need to be 
addressed. First, an effective, united 
military resistance needs to be forged 
The separate military commands and 
missions of the FMLN forces have let 
themselves and the masses open to 
extensive and bloody reprisals by the 
government forces. Secondly, the offe 
of the leaders to “unconditionally” 
negotiate with the reactionary govern 
ment must not be continued. The gos 
should be military victory over these 
butchers, not a compromise that leave 
their power intact. Demands should & 
placed from every quarter on the 
Cubans and Russians to give an unlir 
ited supply of military and medical a 
to all the anti-imperialist forces of 
Central America with no political pr 
conditions, The Stalinist rhetoric of 
‘socialist internationalism’ must be 
exposed. 

The only way to guarantee a 
lasting victory for the masses against 
imperialism and its agents is by sprea 
ing revolution throughout Central 
America under the leadership of the 
working class. The goal of a Socialist 
Federation of Central America must 
be raised and fought for now by the 
workers of the region. 

Within the labour movements of 
the imperialist nations the call must t 
made for unconditional support for t 
FMLN and for Nicaragua in its war 
with the US backed contras and their 
allies. Support should be organised fo 
any and all refugees of the struggle.Ir 
particular, the AFL-CIO in the USA 
must build a campaign to get the 
‘advisors’ withdrawn and to block all 
further military aid to El Salvador, 
Honduras and Guatamala. In Britain, 
Thatcher’s veto of EEC economic aid 
to Nicaragua must be highlighted and 
resisted by the labour movement. In 
the election period ahead, woolly talk 
of a ‘socialist foreign policy’ for the 
Labour Party must be rejected in 
favour of specific demands for re-esta 
blishing political ties with Managua, 
aid to the Sandinistas and the boy- 
cotting of links with the reactionary 
regimes of Central America. Let every 
socialist and militant do all they can | 
let the fires rage in Uncle Sam's back. 
yard and on to the very lawns of the 
White House itself. 








AT ONE TIME the peace movement was 
equated with the CND. It is not that simple 
anymore, That organisation is being upstaged 
by a loose but very real Women’s Peace 
Movement. Greenham Common and the 
other camps, the women-only demos and 
“chains”, the Women for Life on Earth 
Groups and the publication of women’s 
peace handbooks all highlight the existence 
of this movement. 

The peace issue has provided a badly 
needed focus for divided and disorientated 
feminists. By 1978 the Women’s Liberation 
Movement was heading towards total collapse. 
The fragile unity around basic equality 
demands was being shattered. 

Feminism was unable to provide either an 
analysis of women's oppression or a strategy to 
fight it that could genuinely unite women in 
struggle. Feminism was an incoherent body of ideas 
open to vastly different interpretations, all of which 
avoided recognising the fundamental divide in 
society as being social classes rather than gender 
types. 

At the 1978 conference sisterhood was not up 
to fending off the fragmentation that this inco- 
herence was bound to cause. The conference was 
disrupted by Radical Feminists who declared it 
their intention to combat the liberal takeover of 
the WLM. Their statement unequivocally 
announced, “There are no people, only women and 
men...We want Women’s Liberation not ‘People’s 
Liberation’, since if men do not lose we gain 
nothing...¥es we do hate mon.” 

The Socialist Feminist response was shortlived. 
It could not embrace Marxism, since that would 
elevate class over sex. It waged a hopeless battle to 
try and reconcile Marxism with feminism. By 1979 
like the WLM proper, it was dead as a national 
current. Neither movement has held a national 
conference in the 1980s, In the face of Thatcher's 
initial onslaught on working women’s jobs, living 
standards and rights, feminism all but went silent. 


The pre-dominantly petit-bourgeois/white collar 
core of activists from the WLM retreated 
into a combination of ‘‘life style” politics and 
single issue campaigns. The issue of violence against 
women was particularly, important for those who 
remained active. This formed the link in the chain 
between the feminist movement and the new 
women’s péace movement. 

The issue of rape and assaults on women became 
the main pre-occupation of women activists in the 
late 1970s and early 1980s. The ‘Reclaim the Night’ 
demos were the high point of this activity. This 
issue united many feminists once again. As all 
women Were potential ‘victims’, common ground 
between the divided sections of the feminist move- 
ment was found. This common ground, however, 
exposed the weakness of those who did not 
embrace Radical Ferninism, They had no answer to 
the Radical Feminist analysis that as all women are 
potential victims, the obverse must also be true: 
all men are potential rapists. While most activists 
drew the line here and refused to go on to say that 
ali men were the enemy, they had accepted 
Radical Feminism’s first premise in that they 
accepted that violence against women, indeed 
violence generally, was an expression of male power 
and male values. 

From here it was an easy leap from ‘Reclaiming 
the Night’ from men to saving civilisation fram 
them. Nuclear weapons bacame the ultimate 
symbol of male power. 


This view was stated in 1980 by a Women 
Against Nuclear Power group.“Male power and 
male control are in all directions...Nuclear power is 
less directly felt, but the sting in its mushroom 
tail is the deadliest MENace imaginable." (emphasis 
and capitals in original). The stepping up of the 
cold war since 1980 has ensured that this view has 
become widespread amongst feminists. Having 
despaired at changing the world after their move- 
ment shattered, they have now translated their 
despair into a campaign to ‘save! the world, fram 
Cruise, Trident, MX and all of the other weapons 
that are being stockpiled. In this sense while the 
Women's Peace Movement is a new form through 
which feminism can unite around a common cause, 
its content, its ideas and analysis are not new at all. 


Two recently published collections of essays, 
demonstrate this point. Qver Our Dead Bodies - 
Women Against theBomb(OODB) edited by 
Dorothy Thompson and published by Virago is a 
series of articles abour nuclear weapons and their 
effects, and explanations of various theories the 
contributors have about the best ways of stopping 
the holocaust, It includes such varied writers 
as Bel Mooney (Times journalist) Hilary Wainwright 
(author of ‘Beyond the Fragments’ and now GLC 
activist). The other book - Keeping the Peace 
(KTP) edited by Lynne Jones and published by the 
Women's Press, is a more practical quide, with 
historical accounts of various peace groups from 
the Women's Party for Survival (USA) to Babies 
Against the Bomb. It aims to show other women 
how best to organise and explain the details of 
telephone trees, peace camps and taking decisions 
without voting. 

The thread that runs through both works is the 
analysis that nuclear weapons are forms of male 
violence. A Nottingham group called Women 
Oppose the Nuclear Threat (WONT) are amongst 
the most explicit of the contributors on this 
question,“We identify the Primary source of vio- 
lance as gender structure in the individual, in 
families, in societies, and believe that while society 
remains deaply sexist, no peace movement can win 
long term substantial victories....We see nuclear 
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FEMINISM’S DOOMED 
SEARCH FOR 


weapons and nuclear power as particularly horren- 
dous results of male domination.“ (WONT In KTP 
ch.3) 

Other contributors also highlight the connection 
“The threat of nuclear war is the ultimate oppres- 
sion, the terrifying expression of the struggle for 
power of male-dominated institutions,” (Jeanette 
Buirski, QODB Ch.2) Connie Mansueto in Chapter 
9 of OODB "Take the Toys from the Boys” -goes 
30 far as to argue that it is the individual compe- 
tition between the “white educated men” in science 
and military establishments that has led to the 
development and escalation of weapons. Rooting 
it in the individual psychology of men, not even 
the patriarchal structures as many feminists would 
argue, she states “it seems that men don’t feel at 
all guilty about their violence. Rather they seem to 
revel in it.”(QODB p118) 


These views flow directly from the ides that all 
violence is the result of male domination and is an 
exclusively male activity. It gives succour to the 
Radical Feminist view of all men as the enemy. For 
the most part the contributors do no go as far as 
the Radicals, They do draw back from the logic of 
their own analysis, In its place many of them put 
forward the ridiculous idea that Reagan (and 
Thatcher) are like competitive little boys. An ex- 





tract by Alison Assiter dignifies this nansense with 
verse: ‘A few men seem possessed by the davil 
But many more...have remained as boys, 
just boys 
Heedlessly playing. But the spring of the 
toys they are winding is death.’ (OODB 
Ch 18) Within this framework the struggle against 
the nuclear threat becomes a struggle for power 
with men - be they naughty boys (the moderate 
view) or devils incarnate (the radical view). 

This analysis, which is dominant in both collec- 
tions, is muddled and flawed. Just as the incoher- 
ence of feminism led to the break up of the WLM, 
so the false understanding of violence in the 
Womens Peace Movement will lead it into fragmen- 
tation. It will be rendered powerless against the 
real enamy - imperialism. 

For a start, violence is not specifically male at 
all. The women who marched on Versailles in 1789, 
the women of the Paris Commune, the women of 
Petrograd in March 1917, the women of El Salvador 
and Nicaragua today, have all used violence. They 
have used it against their oppressors and exploiters, 
because that was, and is, the only way of defeating 
Oppression and exploitation. Would the theorists of 
the Womens Peace Movement have the women 
cadres of the Sandinistas lie down limply in front 
of the invading contras? The nature of violence is 
dependent on the purpose and goals of its perpetra- 
tors. Yes male violence against women is repugnant, 
No the struggle to defeat reaction, arms in hand, is 
not a male evil. 

The idea that nuclear weapons and Cruise spe- 
cifically, are symbols of male violence is even more 
laughable. In her essay Connie Mansueto is foreed 
to concede that competition was Involved in the 
US and Britain's attempts to develop nuclear 
bombs. This competition, however, arose because 
both countries were ruled by men. Competition, 
as well as violence, becomes an inherent male 
(twisted) value. But competition was between a 
declining British Empire desperately trying to main 
tain its economic interests and a buoyant US impe 
rialism in the process of establishing its own econo- 
mic and military supremacy. Crudely it was doing 
this for money. The profit motive, arising from the 
very nature of capitalism itself, forced it to 
compete with, and subordinate, rival imperialisms. 
Without its military prowess US imperialism’s 
investments would be at risk. 


Countries are not plunged into war to save the 
male pride and virile reputations of politicians. 
Such values are used as a propaganda adjunct in 
war - look at the Malvinas war - but they have 
never caused war. Today it is the crisis ridden 
nature of US imperialism that is making it ever 
more desperate. Hance its bid for nuclear supario- 
rity over the USSR. And hence its drive to defeat 
all threats to its interests from anti-imperialist 
fighters. At root its motives are financlal nar 
psychological. 


Looked at from this aspect, Thatcher and 
Reagan are not mad individuals, but the leading 
representatives of the interests of a class which 
needs to use violence to suppress internal resis- 
tance and to compete for new areas of exploita- 
tion abroad. In Reagan‘stecent attempts to increase 
military aid to El Salvador by 8110 million he 
argued,’"We have always taken for granted friendly, 
independent neighbours". By this he meant those 
who will accept the pillage of their economies by 
US corporations, and will accept US military aid to 
murder and repress any internal opposition. 





By rejecting this analysis the ferninist pacifists 
pander to and encourage reactionary views of 
women. Once the WLM did at least campaign 
vigorously for social equality with men. This invol- 
ved a fight to break the domestic isolation that 
enslaved millions of women. It involved campaigns 
to win equal pay, the right to work and free abor- 
tion on demand. All of these issues are now being 
forced into the background, along with all the 
other immediate miseries that capitalism's crisis 
brings. Instead feminists are now actually praising 
aspects of the women’s oppression that they once 
fought in order to save ‘life on earth’. 


The family’s praises are sung. The ideas of women 
as the ‘caring’ sex, as child bearers and rearers, as 
‘naturally pacifist; are cited not as examples of 
Oppression, but as purely positive concepts. Alison 
Assiter puts it well when she urges:“Women must 
continue, as they have done in the past, to draw on 
their creativity and their pacifism, qualities they 
already possess”,(OODB Ch,18) A leading 
Greenham Gommon camper, Helen John, is even 
more forthright. ‘I think a lot of women will auto- 
matically a/ways wish to care for children,’(our 
emphasis). 


This reactionary return to expressing the values 
of the bourgeois family was graphically demonstra- 
ted last December when 12,000 women “embraced 
the base’ at Greenham and adorned the fence with 
their symbols - childrens toys, nappies and photo- 
graphs. 

While many of the more radical elements may 
dissent from this, ironically it is their analysis of 
violence that encourages this purely emotional and 
even conservative response. 


The feminist analysis of nuclear weapons and 
violence is most damaging in its conclusions concer- 
hing the working class, Gverwhelmingly petit-bour- 
geois in its composition and ideas the Womens 
Peace Movement has contempt for the working 
class. Unhampered by many of the everyday © 
concerns that plague working class women and men 
these comfortable, well educated doctors teachers 
and so on, have ‘chosen’ to devote themselves to 
opposing the bomb, Filled with self-righteousness 
(and always with the option of returning to their 
former professions) they spit venom at those wha 
have to earn their livelihood within the arms 
industry. A poem by a Greenham Camper for 
construction workers ran, 

‘| see lorries filled 

not with gravel 

but the corpses of my friends... 
Wages you earn from the 

graves you dig.” (KTP Ch.8) 

This anti-working class sentiment is of a piece 
with the tactics that the Womens Peace Movment 
advance to defeat the nuclear menace. They believe 
that their symbolic protests and non-violent direct 
action is a match for the calculated and ruthless 
determination of world imperialism. Their tactics 
are ‘imaginative’ ‘chaotic’, they leave women 
who participate ‘feeling stronger’. All of this may 
be true - but none of it will stop Cruise! 


Embracing the base, singing in circles, lying in 
roads and dressing up as daisies to form human 
chains, will do nothing to prevent the arms build 
up. Mind you a Greenham Common activist, Lynne 
Jones, does not seem to mind this. One of the main 
aims of the protests, she thought, was to change 
the attitudes of the police, She wrote:“What 
mattered was the effect that symbol had on our- 
selves and the people we were confronting. A 
policeman trying to pull two arms apart in a firmly 
linked human chain has to directly confront his 
own feelings aboyt human contact, handling women 
not as sexual objects, but as powerful beings.” 
(KTP Ch.8) 

The result of this approach is that a few indivi- 
dual petit-Lourgeois women are able to participate, 
give up their jobs and homes to live in a peace 


PEACE 


camp. They feel much better about life and there 
it ends. Even the ‘active’ resistance they organise 
such as picketing the bases is aimed at individual 
self-sacrifice, lying down passively while the police 
wade in and arrest the protesters. For most 
working class women these pointless shows of 
martydom are neither an option nor a desire. 

Rajecting the involvement of men in stopping 
Cruise the peace camp women are turning their 
backs on the organisations of workers who alone 
have the interest and the social power to wage an 
effective fight against Cruise, 


The hostility of many male, and female, workers 
to the Greenham women may be partly due to 
their sexism, but It also reflects the useless substit- 
utionism exemplified by the Greenham women. 

They explicitly reject vigorous demonstrations, 
all-out strikes and other labour movement methods 
of struggle as “macho”. They prefer to spin webs 
of wool around the gates of Greenham. Even their 
call for a one-day women’s strike on May 24th is a 
divisive and arrogant petit-bourgeois exhortation. 
They have rejected men and women striking 
together, thereby increasing sexist divisions amongst 
workers; they have opposed demonstrations in 
major cities, arguing instead for women to “do 
their own thing’ by setting up local one-day peace 
camps and other ineffectual pass-times. 

We have stressed that the feminist analysis of 
violence cannot answer the problems posed by 
today's war drive. We believe that this will shatter 
the unity of this peace mevement. The signs are 
already there. In “Over Our Dead Bodies", a whole 
section is devoted to ‘Alternative Defence’. This is 
hot surprising since all of the contributors accept 
that there is a threat of some sort. Some feminists 
draw the conclusion that this threat needs to be 
answered, others do not. But what sort of united 
movement is it that disagrees over such cardinal 
issues? 

For example, in ‘Over Our Dead Bodies”, Lisa 
Foley argues the need “to develop a less escala- 
tory yet more effective defance strategy which 
would not se appallingly harm the people, tha way 
of life and the territory it was seeking to protect’. 
(Emphasis added). She argues that “we (Britain) 
need to be defended against invaders, most likely 
Russian, and that a widespread, better organised, 
conventional army would serve that purpose more 
effectively: “Long-range bombers capable of 
striking at the heart of Russia would be ruled aut, 
while relatively cheap and effective missiles like 
Exocet...would be recommended because they can 
destroy armaments such as battleships and tanks 
that are far bigger and costlier” (OQODB p 124). 
Perhaps her chapter of the books should be 
entitled “Over Their Dead Bodies - Women Against 
the Russians”. At the first test of war, if not 
before, this “‘new" peace movement will break 
into a thousand fragments - again. 

The two books we have analysed do deal with 
other themes. We have concentrated on their fem- 
inist analysis because this underpins the activities 
of the movement that spawned these books. 
Women who follow the laad given in these texts 
will be paraded from one base to the next in a 
round of ineffectual publicity stunts which neither 
threaten the government, nor win support from the 
labour movement. 

The only way that the government will be 
deprived of their nuclear arsenal and their conven- 
Wonal one, is by force, The capitalist state has never 
willingly given up its arms and will not do so at the 
threat of webs woven around air bases. Working class 
industrial action, in a direct challenge to those who 
control the state, will be necessary. The workers 
will need arms if they are to succeed, Pacifism for 
them is to assure certain defeat. 

Women do have a central part to play in this 
struggle. They have a central role to play in a class 
based anti-war movement. Their social situation as 
enforced domestic carers has made them more 
susceptible to the call for peace. For women in this 
situation, wars mean an increased burden in the home, 
absence of their loved-ones, and mourning the loss 
of husbands and sons. However, the concern that 
women feel for peace is not at ali the result of 
inherent traits of caring and passivity. It simply 
reflects their social position as a group. This 
“caring’’ can and must be turned into an active 
factor, Women must be mobilised against the 
imperialist robber states who send thousands to 
their deaths in war. 

Women are best drawn into the struggle 
against Cruise and Trident by activity in their 
workplaces and unions, building anti-war support, 
committed to strike action to prevent the siting 
of the missiles. May 24th could have been the 
first political strike against nuclear weapons if it 
had not been led by the separatists of Greenham. 

Working women must be given another direction 
than that of passive resistance. Their interest in 
Peace must be used to build active, working class 
action to forcibly disarm the imperialists, within 
which women can play a central role in all aspects 
of the struggle, including the inevitable violence that 
the bosses’ yesistance will oblige us to use. 


by Helen Ward 











WHATEVER DATE THAT Thatcher decides 
on, the opening salvoes of the election 
campaign have been fired. “Labour's Plan: the 
new hope for Britain’ is Labour's first, 
official shot. 

It represents the midway stage of the 
party's process of policy making. The 280 odd 
pages of Labour's Programme 1982 have been 
reduced to 31 pages. The final stage will be 
the Manifesto - that constitutional. fiction on 
which parties are supposed to have been 
elected, In practice this document is much 
argued over in the parties’ inner cabals, little 
read by the electorate and rarely acted upon 
by a Labour government. 

The Labour left’s response to the ‘New Hope’ 
has been unexpectedly favourable, The carping 
Labour Herald (‘Policies fudged!"') was the most 
critical, Socialist Organiser was more cautious 
(Watch these Policies”), While London Labour 
Briefing positively threw its hat in the air (“With 
these Policies We can Win|"') 

Millions of workers - four million or more of 
whom are suffering the humiliation and misery of 
unemployment will look to see what answer and 
what hope they can expect from the Labour Party. 
The answer to that question, contained in this 
document is None. 

Given the massive task involved in restoring the 
real wage levels, the full employment and the 
quality of social service that existed in the 1960s 
this programme is a joke and it's a very stale joke 
at that, 

The stalest element is the 1970s standard ver- 
sion of the “socialist aim’ of the party: “To bring 
about a fundamental and irreversible shift in the 
balance of power and wealth in favour of working 
people and their families’ (page 9) This promise is 
for inferior in precision to Sidney Webb's “common 
ownership of the means of production, distribution 
and exchange.” which itself got no further than the 
Labour Party membership card. It is attaining the 
venerable status of Clause IV. 

Ironically it is included in the section entitled 
‘Working Together’ which deals with the National 
Economic Assessment. The ordinary person might 
have assumed that to “shift wealth and power’ 
involved shifting it from the wealthy and powerful 
to the propertyless. But no! It will be done in 
partnership with the rich and powerfull 

Britain's bosses and bankers know a thing or 
two about “partnerships”. They know that you 
don't fundamentally shift, or “redistribute income 
and wealth” through partnership but by struggle. 
Thatcher has just done this over a period of 4 
years. Yet Labour's programme dare not commit it 
to a struggle aga/nst the wealthy and powerful. 
That would be ‘divisive’ of Britain; to do so 
would be imitative of nasty ‘divisive’ Tories, 

How than is this wonderful plan to work? At 
the heart of it lies a reflationary programme invol- 
ving “a major increase in public investment....a 
huge programme of construction....a crash 
programme of employment and training.” This 
increase in public spending is to be initially 
financed by IMF loans, But as the last Labour 
Government found, loans bear interest and have to 
be rapaid. The IMF visit to the last Labour 
Government resulted in a wage freeze, cuts and a 
million and a half unemployed. This time round 
Labour says there will be 3 ‘‘breathing space” 
granted by the loans, And as a result of priming 
the pumps of investment there will be " a large 
and substantial increase in the nation’s output and 
income” - productivity will increase and ‘‘we” will 
reconquer “our” foreign markets, “Britain” will be 
prosperous again. 

On the basis of this, Labour promise “to reduce 
unemployment to below a million within five years 
of taking office.” Yet even this promise is carefully 
conditioned upon “five years of economic growth.” 

How do they propose to achieve this growth? 
Through the “National economic assessment.” This 
will “cover the allocation of resources, and the 
distribution of income between profits, earnings 
from employment, rents, social benefits and other 
incomes.” 

What will all this mean in practice? Tony Benn 
has said that ‘‘The National economic assessment 
can be read any way you like..."’ Indeed it can. 
Aided by the likes of Tony Benn the Labour voter 
may well read it to mean “ a fundamental and 
irraversible shift in wealth and power’. 

But how does Erie Varley, the man most likely 
to implement it, “read’’ the NEA? Here a recently 
published series of Shadow Cabinet essays entitled 
‘Renewal’ (sic) comes in handy. Here the Shadow 
Minister for Employment comes quite clean,. ‘How do 
you earn and create the national wealth to pay for 
the nation’s social wage? ...the best way to reduce 
unit cost is to increase demand and particularly 
increase productivity by increasing output per head. 
Unfortunately, this can only be advanced on the 
shop floor of the individual firm” (pages 71-73). 
According to Varley this problem can be resolved 
by new investment in machinery and by “finding 
ways of preventing labour costs from rising so 
much faster than most of the other countries that 
compete with us.” (p 73). Varley ruefully acknow- 
ledges that “the hard left are ready to dub (this)... 


as unadulterated income restraint at best and wage 
cuts at worst" (p 74) 

History is certainly on the side of the ‘hard left’, 
The ‘Incomes policies’, ‘national plans’, ‘social 
contracts’ that Labour launched throughout the 
60s and 70s all turned out for the worst. And 
Labour's own predictions speak for “the worst” 
interpretation. Peter Shore's economic perspective 
for reducing unemployment below 1 million with- 
in five years is based on a Treasury computer model 
involving a projected inflation of 4-5% and a wage 
rise rate of 1-2%. Such year on year rates over five 
years could result up to a 20% reduction in real 
wages! You don't have to be that hard hearted to 
see that the NEA is yet another way of making 
working people pay for the solution to the capita- 
list crisis. Indeed you would have to be very soft- 
to believe that this would bring a fundamental and 
irreversible shift to the benefit of working people. 
It would seem then that despite repeated TUC and 
Labour Conference decisions condeming incomes 
policy and wage restraint the union leaders and the 
shadow cabinet have, Houdini-like,ascaped from 
the chains. Perhaps, after all, they were only paper 
chains! 

The Labour Left campaigned in 1980-81 around 
slogans like “Never Again”, referring to the Call- 
aghan/Healey policies. They are now consoling them- 
selves that the NEA could mean anything, Indeed 
they try eagerly to turn everyone's attention away 
from the NEA and towards ithe Labour Left's trad- 
itional goals of withdrawal from the EEC and uni- 
lateral nuclear disarmament. Even though the right 
wing may have won out on economic policy is it 
not the case that the left has managed toturn the 
tables on the great defeats they suffered in the early 
1960s and 1970s? Can't the left claim that Geitskell 
and Wilson have got at last their comeuppance? 

Certainly, the Campaign document is plain in its 
refusal to site Cruise missiles, and promises to cancel 
the exorbitantly expensive Trident. 

However dear these policies may be to the 
Thatcher-Reagan Cold Warriors, they do not mark 
the dividing line between working class and ruling 
class policies. Thay do not go anywhere near con- 
fronting the real threat of World War III or nuclear 
annihilation. These policies represent the ‘Liberal’ 
wing of the ruling class. The British Liberals and 
the American liberal Democrats agree with them. 
They fall far short of Labour's Conference policy 
for “an unequivocal, unambiguous commitment 
to unilateral nuclear disarmament”. 

The Campaign document promises that Labour 
will try to achieve a “non-nuclear defence policy” 
in the course of the next parliament. But by its 
commitment to NATO (a military alliance with the 
world’s major nuclear super-power), it makes a 
mockery of “nuclear disarmament” as the CND 
activist understands it. 

In the House of Commons, Labour has repeated- 
ly tried to present itself as the “Big Navy" and ‘‘Con- 
ventional Weapons” party. The document talks 
about “maintaining adequate conventional forces at 
presant threatened by the extravagant expenditure 
on Trident” (p29). Its showing over the Falklands 
war, when it did not dare obstruct one of Thatcher's 
plans by so much as a single contrary vote, proved 
the hollowness of the document's claim that the 
pursuit of peace is central to its policy. 

The commitment to withdraw from the EEC is 
far more firmly phrased but it.is a.reactionary 
nationalist policy. Its pretext is that “the rules of 
the Treaty of Roma ara bound to conflict with our 
strategy for economic growth” (p 27). And what 
about the rules of the IMF? And what about the 
provisions of all the myriad treaties and agreements 
that govern international trade? Are they adapted 
to facilitating “socialist policies’? 

Any future Labour government would doubtless 
discover either that the Common Market did not 





Peter Shore pointing the way out of the EEC 
intervene and did not need to interfere with its 
timid economic policies, or that cosmetic changes 
would enable Britain to stay after all, or that the 
commitment “to withdraw in an amicable and 
orderly way so that we do not prejudice employ- 
ment” (p27) was a contradiction in terms and 
therefore necessitated a longer term perspective. 

In any case, the entire project is a reactionary 
nationalist utopia unworthy of working class support. 

All talk of planning is a farce without serious 
anti-capitalist measures such as the uncompensated 
nationalisations of all the major industries and 
banks. The creation of a democratically planned 
economy would require a state monopoly of foreign 
trade. It could not be developed within the existing 
economic ties and links. But as long as Britain's 
economy remains a capitalist one, then the econ- 
omic nationalist measures beloved of the Labour 
(and CP) Left constitute no alternative whatsoever 
to the policies common to the Labour Right, the 
Alliance, and the Tories. 

They would achieve nothing beyond provoking 
a trade war, economic reprisals and boycotts. At 
best this would transfer unemployment within 
Britain from one set of workers (those put out of 
a job by foreign competition) to another (those 
put out of a job by foreign reprisals). In faet it 
would accelerate a collapse of the world market. It 
would serve to fuel virulent chauvinism as the 
workers of each nation tried to export unemploy- 
ment to one another. We would see Labour govern- 
ment sponsored versions of the Japanese-car-smashing 
sessions which were recently sponsored by the US 
trade unions. 

It is no_ accident that the import controls/ anti- 
EEC project is shared with the far right of the 
Tory Party and the National Front (‘British Jobs 
for British Workers”). (t is a policy which belongs 
to them. For Labour it is a cynical mockery of 
an anti-capitalist policy. 

The Campaign document pledges to abolish the 
House of Lords and, as a first step, to remove its 
legislative functions, This is presented as part of a 
campaign to “enhance democratic rights and 
ensure greater openness and accountability|in the 
institutions of government’ (p24). Certainly, the 
existence of this bizarre feudal relic isa mockery of 
five periods of Labour government. But, of course, 
there is no mention of the enormous and real 
powers that the Monarch possesses, let alone any 
plan to destroy that power, The British monarchy 
possesses the power to dismiss governments, 
command the loyalty of the Armed Forces, and to 
veto legislation. Whilst these powers have not been 
used in Britain for over a hundred years, does any- 
one seriously think that a real attempt to “shift 
wealth and power" irreversibly, let alone to 
achieve the “common ownership of the means of 
production, distribution and exchange’’ would 
feceive the Royal Assent of Elizabeth, Phillip and 
their brood? More importantly, anybody who 
seriously imagines that Falklands Commander-in- 
Chief Jeremy Moore, Lord Denning or James Ander- 
ton and the entire army, police and judiciary would 
idly sit back and accept such a thing, must be 
living in a world far removed from unemployment 
marches and picket lines. They must be living not 
in the world of serious struggles against the bosses 
and their system, but in the parliamentary Punch 
and Judy show. 

Tony Benn, the hero of ‘the Labour Left for the 
past four years, has a short way with all these 
criticisms: “At this moment in the electoral cycle 
when you have an absolute duty to beat Thatcher, 
if you spend all your time niggling away at the 
difficulties, then you are actually assisting her pro- 
ject of victory” (Socialist Action 22/4/83). 

In his time-honoured fashion, Benn goes on to 
condemn anyone who dares throw any doubt on 
the efficacy of the reformist programme or Labour's 
willingness to carry it out, as defeatists, and assis- 
tants to Thatcher. This is the language of a typical 
“left” charlatan. Revolutionaries in the Labour Party 
and those outside it who support a Labour victory 
in the election must hurl it back in his face. 

When Benn says that “there are people in the 
Labour Party who were in the 1974-79 Labour gov- 
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ernment who don't agree with the policy. | agree. 
But they are 10% of the Party. And the changes 
that 90% of the Party and the TUC agree with will 
ge through” (Socialist Action 22/4/83) , our reply 
must be only 10% indeed! But what a 10%, The 
overwhelming majority of the Labour Cabinet, 
two-thirds or more of the PLP, a clear majority of 
the party NEC and of the General Council of the 
TUC. And the leader of the 90% says “don't niggle 
don't rock the boat, get Labour elected, and then 
we'll see, With Left leaders like this, no wonder 
that Healey and Duffy and Golding have nothing t 
worry about. Benn - the tiger of the left - has prov 
that come election time and come a Labour govern 
ment, he is, and will be, the tame tabby he was in 
1974-79. 

The reasons for voting Labour and the way to 
defeat the Tories are radically different from those 
advanced by the Bennites or the ‘hard lefts’ of th 
Socialist Organiser, Socialist Action or the various 
Briefings. As a programme for fighting unemploy- 
ment, reversing the cuts, rooting out the threat of 
imperialist war and defending women and blacks, 
Labour's Campaign document is worse than useless. 
\t Is now painfully clear that the Bennite movemen 
has not de-stabilised the Labour Party as an 
instrument of pro-boss policies or transformed it 
into an adequate tool for working class or “socialis' 
policies. The rank and file of the unions and the 
active members of the Party should not be voting 
for Labour based on any illusions in the programm 
Labour will present or in the leaders who may take 
office to carry them out. Even less should they - as 
Benn and Co. request - sacrifice their criticism, thei 
vigilance and their democratic rights to a Labour 
victory. A defeat for Thatcher would be a blow to 
the ruling class - as it was to Heath in 1974. But 
that blow was inflicted first and foramost by the 
direct action of the miners. Then an increasing serie 
of attacks were inflicted upon the working class by 
the Labour government and the TUC. This pro-boss 
record of repeated Labour governments is made 
possible by the fact that the great majority of the 
working class still gives these leaders its confidence. 
A militant minority sees these repeated acts of 
treachery, but cannot defeat the traitors. This is 
largely because they repeatedly put their trust in 
the likes of Banh to change it all next time. Witho 
the clarity that revolutionary politics and a revol- 
utionary programme and tactics can bring, the 
militant minority will never oust the likes of Healey 
Foot and Shore, 


Right now we are in favour of fighting to put 
Labour into office. We do not do so because we 
have any confidence in its programme, but in order 
to put it to the test of the worst economic crisis 
since the Thirties. In order to put Labour to the 
test we must mobilise the Labour movement now 
to fight unemployment, the cuts, imperialist war in 
order to defeat Thatcher. We must fight to win the 
unions and the Labour Party to real anti-capitalist 
and anti-imperialist demands. 


When we urge a vote for Labour we do so 
without spreading any illusions in Labour's pro- 
gramme or its leaders. When we organise to fight 
the Tories we do so on our own demands and in 
Opposition to the economic policies of Varley and 
Shore. 


There are still a majority of active trade unionist 
and members of the Labour Party who believe that 
an accumulation of reforms through parliament can 
solve the crisis and open the road to socialism. To 
them we say that only a militant fighting organ- 
isation will achieve either the reforms you want or, 
as we believe, show you that capitalist power can 
only be overthrown not “redistributed” or “shifted” 


*Defend and demand the implementation of avery 
pro-working class measure Labour is commited to. 
“Defend Labour Party democracy against the 
witch-hunt. 

*No electoral holding back in the struggles against 
Thatcher. 

*Vote Labour - with no illusions - and carry on 
the fight.m 
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IRELAND: A MILITANT REPLY 
TO COALITION AUSTERITY 


APRIL 13TH SAW over 100,000 workers 
take to the streets of Dublin in a half-day 
general strike against growing taxation and 
social welfare cuts in unemployment benefits. 
In 20 other towns throughout the South, 
another 50,000 workers brought industry to 
a halt on the same day. 

The immediate spark was the savage Feb. 
10th budget of the Fine Gael/Labour Co- 
alition government. It introduced new deduc- 
tions from wages on 1st April - no compen- 
sation in tax bands for inflation, a second 1% 
levy on gross pay supposedly for a jobs fund 
and extended social welfare pay deductions. 
It raised the principal VAT rate to 25%. It 
cut pay related unemployment benefit from 
40% to 25% of earnings ceiling. In addition 
the Budget had already been preceded by a 
series of cuts in education and health spen- 
ding and a tighter embargo on public sector 
recruitment. 

The decisive character of this austerity package 
testifies to the re-stabilisation of bourgeois govern- 
ment after a period of serious political instability. 

Until the recent election victory of the Fine 
Gael and Labour Coalition partners in the November 
24th general elections no government has had an 
overall majority in the Dail. The present government 
is the third since Juna 1981. While the fundamental 
strategy of all three governments has been identical, 
the political logistics of holding onto governmental 
power has partially disrupted the implementation of 
the kind of offensive that imperialist capital in Ire- 
land needs. 

While the H-block Hunger Strike campaign con- 
tributed to the initial crisis of government for the 
Southern Tories, the key issue in all three elections 
has been the economic crisis, the crisis of state fin- 
ances and the burden of public sector borrowing. 
The current budget defecit rose from 84% (£988m.) 
of GNP in 1982 to 16%% (£1,945m.) of the esti- 
mated GNP for the current year. The opening govern- 
ment borrowing requirement for 1983 amounted 
to 18% of GNP. 

Throughout this period the continued profound 
crisis of imperialist capitalism forced up the level of 
unemployment in the South to 190,000. This is 
more than twice the level in January 1980, and re- 
presents a rate of 17%. 

Significant sectional concessions were made by 
minority governments as the price of maintaining 
the parliamentary support of “left’’ deputies from 
the ‘Workers Party” and independent ‘‘socialists’’ 
Jim Kemmy and Tony Gregory. Workers made re- 
dundant at the Talbot factory forced the Haughey 
government to concede to their demands for work 
through the public sector while workers at Clon- 
dalkin Paper Mills forced both Haughey and Fitz- 
gerald to buy and nationalise the plant. Haughey’s 
Fianna Fail was able to form a government in Febru- 
ary 1982 only on the basis of conceding a modest 
inner-city spending package to the Dublin deputy, 
Gregory. 


POLAND: STALINISTS 


Workers made no major gains on the wages front 
despite these concessions. In fact the trade union 
bureaucracy, demonstrating its “responsibility” to 
the bourgeoisie, allowed the established form of 
centralised wage bargaining to disintegrate, This was 
replaced by the setting of government “‘norms"’ 
in the public sector which implicitly served as the 
upper limit for the private sector as well. While the 
official leadership have been crowing about sections 
of workers who have settled for “increases” above 
such norms, they have also been careful to avoid any 
general struggle to raise wages. In fact they were only 
too willing to include an explicit clause in the Paper 
Mills salvage deal saying that this was in no sense a 
precedent for other workers. 

Now that the opportunity for “left parliamen- 
tary wheeler-dealing has passed, the new Fine Gsel/ 
Labour coalition has wasted no time in showing 
its cards. Thrown back on their own resources, sec- 
tions of workers have organised themselves for mili- 
tant struggle against redundancies and against the 
burdensome tax bill. Even the new relatively stable 
government had to make a partial backdown in 
March when workers from the Ranks flour mill 
were gaoled for occupying the Dublin factory, The 
occupation continues since the release of the wor- 
kers and further occupations have followed. The 
ICTU leadership felt impelled to sponsor a national 
stoppage and demonstration on the tax issue in or- 
der to avert the development of militant rank and 
file tactics. It was doubly urgent that they should 
make a show of force as the next round of pay bar- 
gaining is now overdue and key sections of workers 
in the public sector have made it clear that they 
intend to overcome the tax clawback with bigger 
wage claims. 


The spectre of general confrontation over wages 
taxes and jobs has posed the question of the crisis of 
working class leadership in the sharpest way for many 
workers themselves. Opportunities to address this 
key issue were squandered by the “Left” Dail depu- 
ties in their fruitless parliamentary calculations. Now 
the issue is being posed in struggle. 

New sections of workers are daily entering into 
struggle on wages, against closures and for tax equity. 
Stewards in Dublin and Waterford have called for 
weekly one-day stoppages leading to a General Strike. 
But there have been no attempts to mobilise any 
sections of the class to take advantage of the ex- 
ceptional parliamentary stalemate which has lasted 
for over three months because of attempts to tigh- 
ten constitutional prohibitions on abortion. 

The extreme Catholic clericalist character of 
Fianna Fail’s Anti-Abortion Constitutional Amend- 
ment was an intolerable challange to Fine Gael‘s 
attempts at rapprochement with Unionism. Fine 
Gael, no less prostrate before the anti-abortion lobby 
in essence, responded to Protestant pressures and 
tried to change the Bill with a vague and evasive 
formula. 

On April 27th the stalemate was resolved in fav- 
our of Fianna Fail. In the vote Fine Gael was des- 
erted by & of its Catholic right wing and 5 Labour 
deputies supported Fianna Fail. This opens a nat- 
lonal referendum campaign which is virtually certain 


CHURCH ATTACK WO 


PROTESTS 


ON MAY 1st, thousands of Polish workers 
celebrated May Day in defiance of the Jaruz- 
alski regime. They did so despite attempts by 
Glemp and the Catholic hierarchy to prevent 
confrontation with the Stalinist authorities. 


The response of the Polish working class to 
the Solidarnosc underground’s appeal for 
demonstrations shows that the martial law 
regime has failed in its attempts to silence 
workers’ resistance. Still less than two million 
are formally enroled in the regime’s phoney 
stooge unions. Thousands left the official 
Gdansk May Day demonstrations to join the 
Solidarnosc demonstration. Only 20,000 
joined the official celebration in Warsaw. 


Up to 40,000 marched in Gdansk despite water 
cannon and tear gas. Over 30,000 routed riot police 
in the proletarian steel town of Nova Huta, In 
Warsaw demonstrators clashed with police and the 
Zomo militia, chanting ‘May Day is our day’. The 
Polish authorities have admitted that major demon- 
strations took place in at least 20 cities. 


As usual, the Stalinists, who have politically 
expropriated the workers of Poland and the other 
degenerate workers’ states, attempted to appropriate 
May Day as their day. Dragooned demonstrators 
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paraded the streets beneath pictures of Jaruzelski 
and ‘patriotic’ banners and emblems. In Moscow, 
Andropov presided over the ritual orchestrated May 
Day parades, Jaruzelski used the podium of the 
Warsaw May Day rally to declare: “If in the coming 
days and months there are no disturbances and 
Peace is consolidated, there will be a real possibility 
of lifting martial law and adopting follow up actions 
and moves”. Meanwhile his police were wading in 
to crack the skulls of thousands of workers! 


While the resistance of the Polish workers has 
not been quelled, the workers’ movement itself has 
suffered a series of setbacks under martial law. And 
there is no shortage of false friends counselling the 
working class to retreat. 


Throughout the last months, the Catholic church 
has been lending all of its weight to damping down 
protest. It has stitched up a deal with the Stalinists 
which will allow the Pope to continue his reactionary 
mission to Poland this year. He will be allowed to 
lend his particular influence to the campaign for 
order and tranquility as long as the church steps in 
to head off confrontation between the working class 
and the regime. Lech Walesa, historically the Solidar- 
nose leader most directly tied to Glemp, deliberately 
absented himself from the Gdansk May Day demon- 
strations so as to avoid a conflict that would have 
enraged the entire Polish working class. Doubtless 
he did so on Glemp's counsel. 





Thousands march in Dublin 


to amend the constitution to make the life of the 
mother equal to the right to life of the foetus. This 
will entail enormous legal and social threats to women 
travelling for abortions in Britain, using contracep- 
tives designated as abortifacients or having opera- 
tions that put the foetus at risk. It represents a sev- 
ere blow to women’s rights in Ireland and inter- 
nationally. Pilate-like, Fitzgerald has issued a token 
call for a popular vote against it on the grounds of 
its offensiveness to other Christian churches. Never- 
theless the Referendum will add to the instability 
of the government, especially by further eroding 
Labour's base - the weakest link in the present 
Coalition. 


At the Dublin tax demonstration trade union 
“left, Matt Merrigan was loudly cheered by a crowd 
of 50,000 when he called for disaffiliation from the 
Labour Party. The cheers were even more tumul- 
tuous when he called for the building of a new mass 
party of the trade unions . Although Merrigan is 
holding a conference of his own union, the ATGWU, 
on disaffiliation from Labour, it is not clear that he 
will see through his project for a “new party’. At 
any rate he has recently argued that such a party 
would have to fight around a programme based on 
the “Alternative Economic Strategy”, a left refor- 
mist utopia. The colour of his politics was revealed 
in the 1977 split from Labour - the Socialist Lab- 
our Party - which was formally pronounced defunct 
last year. The “Workers Party” are unlikely to get 
themselves embroiled in the risky business of an 
open democratic debate about the kind of party to 
be built. They have been considerably quieter on the 
tax issue this year than they were in 1979 when the 
first major demonstrations errupted, and prefer to 
wait, vulture-like, for the pickings from Labour's 
wormy corpse. 


ND 
KERS’ 


The Catholic hierarchy continue to want to use 
the resistance of the working class as a means of 
increasing their pressure to wring reactionary legis- 
lation on education, on rural property rights and on 
family life from the Stalinists. And the parasitic 
bureaucracy of martial law Poland infinitely prefers 
order with the church to the disorder of an inde- 
pendent and organised working class. 

The Solidarnose underground leadership has 
remained intact. But they have been deeply divided 
on tactical questions since the failure of last year’s 
general strike call. They protest the passivity of the 
church, but are not prepared or able to organise 
independently of the will of its Cardinals and their 
representatives in Solidarnose’s councils. The coming 
visit of the Pope will further serve as a vehicle to 
isolate the militants in the name of the Vatican and 
daruzelski, 

As long as the leaders play with token acts of 
defiance, so the regime will feel more confident to 
carry through its show trials against the KOR and 
Edmund Baluka, and gradually dismantle martial 
law hand-in-hand with the church. 

The May Day demonstrations underline once 
again that the only way to prevent the Stalinists 
finally resolving Poland’s continuing crisis to their 
own advantage is to build a leadership that will 
attempt to mobilise the working class to seize 
political power, and has as its central aim: 

FOR POLITICAL REVOLUTION IN POLAND! 








Talk of a party is also emerging on the ‘‘far 
left’ in various forms, but mainly by implication 
and always without any commitment to principled 
debate on matters of programme, strategy and tac- 
tics, People’s Democracy calls for the building of 
an “Anti-imperialist Alternative” as a governmental 
alternative to be open to forces outside Labour and 
the Workers Party. Meanwhile Gralton magazine, edi 
ted by former Socialist Workers Movement leaders, 
is poring carefully over the SLP experience of the 
late 1970s, and floating the idea of a half-way house 
party without discussing the key tasks to which a 
new party would immediately have to address itself. 


Without in any way ignoring the strivings of 
workers for a new party and remaining ever willing 
to relate to this question as it is posed in practice, 
the IWG has put to the forefront the key programm 
tic basis for a revolutionary workers’ party based on 
the marxist tradition of Lenin and Trotsky. The 
Present period is such that only a concrete action 
Programme, rooted in this revolutionary tradition 
can address the tasks and opportunities facing Irish 
workers. Beginning with every key front of struggle, 
on economic and political fronts, answering the 
class offensive of the bosses with the united class 
action of workers, revolutionaries must fight to 
Prepare a conscious vanguard of revolutionary wor- 
kers to lead all workers and oppressed against the 
deepening offensive of decaying capitalism, 

North and South. For too long Irish workers have 
been offered only a second class ticket, If that is 
all that is on offer to workers who disaffiliate from 
Labour, then the present resistance will go down 
to defeat. 


by a member of the Irish Workers Group 
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CELEBRATING HER VICTORY over Argen- 
tina on July 3rd last year, Thatcher crowed 
that the Falklands war had disproved those 
who believed that “Britain was no longer the 
nation that built an Empire and ruled a 
quarter of the warld”. 

Progressively shorn of its colonial empire 
since the Second World War and reduced to a 
subaltern status and role by the United States, 
the war in the South Atlantic provided British 
imperialism with a chance to relive old glories 
and to represent all imperialisms in a conflict 
which had global repercussions. As The Econo- 
mist stated at the outset, any other response 
would have served to “encourage bigger 
losses in future than the Falklands today... 
The relationships of the US to Alaska....West 
Germany to West Berlin are not seriously 
challanged because there is no doubting their 
protectors’ willingness to go to war over these 
territories.” (10/4/82). 

if Thatcher had not sent the Task Force it would 
have encouraged more semi-colonial nations to take 
advantage of Imperialism’s chronic crises. An Argen- 
tine victory would have emboldened others, At stake 
immediately was Britain’s £84 billion worth of cap- 
ital outside its shores, all of it that more vulnerable 
in the wake of defeat. For these reasons some 
1,800 Argentinians were killed or wounded - one 
casualty for each Kelper. 

These 200 small islands 8,000 miles away in the 
South Atlantic had always retained a military sig- 
nificance. They are well-placed to govern traffic in 
the Cape Horn region, doubly important in case of 
conflict over the Panama Canal. They also hold out 
the vague promise of mineral wealth in the next 
century. Nevertheless it was for primarily political 
reasons that Thatcher went to war over “this minor 
piece of strategic real estate’’ as The Economist 
contemptuously called it. 

It is now clearer that there was a degrees of hes- 
itancy and scepticism among sections of the British 
ruling class over the venture. There were faint-hearts 
to be found amongst Thatcher's banking backers. 
They glumly noted the disparity “between the 
minute economic weight of the islands and the sub+ 
stantial British investments and commercial pros- 
pects put at risk by the dispute.” (Journal of the 
Institute of Bankers, June 82). 

Specifically the war over the Malvinas “posed 
two guite distinct threats to tha London banking 
community. First, is the effect of freezing Argen- 
tine assets in the UK on London’s position as an 
international finance centre. Second, is the risk of 
Argentina defaulting on its 32 billion dollars of 
loans, about a fifth of which has bean axtendad 
from London..." 


_ During April and ‘May knees wobbled in the 
City as the pound fell. Yet it all held together and 
the City was to show its immense gratitude to That- 
cher for exercising leadership on their behalf and 
despite theirwaverings. On October 16th 1982 they 
feted her with a big parade and banquet in the City 
as they celebrated their joint victory. 

Right and Left in Parliament united in telling 
the British people that the aim of the war was to 
defend freedom and the right of self-determination 
and it was presented as a struggle against fascism. It 
mattered not that until the eve of the war Britain 
lauded Argentina‘s generals, supplied her with wea- 
pons and condoned the junta’s war against its own 
people. It mattered even less that the Tories had 
resisted giving the “brave Kelpers” British citizen- 
ship under the Nationality Act. 


All references to these unpleasant facts were 
drowned underneath the drumbeats of war. Britain 
had, in fact, long recognised the unviability of main- 
taining the Falkland Islands, Ever since Lord Shack- 
leton’s 1977 report both Labour and Tory govern- 
ments had tried to reach a deal with Argentina. The 
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last proposal was for a “‘leaseback arrangement", 
Hong-Kong style, which would have given Argentina 
the freehold and the Kelpers a leasehold. This even- 
tually foundered at the hands of a well-placed 
lobby organised by the islands’ owners - the Falk- 
lands Islands Company. 

Thatcher used one refrain incessantly throughout 
the war -' The islanders’ wishes are paramount”, 
This was just one lie among many. |t was not their 
wishes that the Tories headed but a well-oiled cross- 
party machine that fought for the interests of the 
company that owned 43% of the land, 

Shackleton‘s report showed that the islandars 
themselves “lived in deplorable conditions’. They 
had little social contact or cultural life at all, let 
alone a distinctive one. In their isolation and depri« 
vation they were, and remain, particularly easy to 
mobilise around “‘loyalist” sympathies. They consider 
themselves &ritish and nothing else. However the 
British government hardly considers them at all. 

Once the war was won the Tories quickly rever- 
ted to type and threw aside the rhetoric about ‘‘self- 
determination”, They do not intend to develop the 
islands’ economic infrastructure or to change the 
conditions of the islanders. The policy for the next 
three years will be “Fortress Falklands”, a £1,800 
million extravaganza designed to turn the islands 
into a military stronghold for NATO in the South 
Atlantic, Even the Economist was recently forced 
to admit that this policy was ‘making miserable the 
life af the islanders.” 


Whatever the wishes of the islanders may be, 
most of the ruling class commentators insist that 
the aconomic cost of maintaining sovereignty cannot 
be accepted for long. A deal with Argentina will 
have to be struck or Argentina will be forced to 
accept a multinational solution - a sort of South 
Atlantic Treaty Organisation - overseen by NATO in 
which Argentina is given a leading regional role. 

There is no denying that the impact of the war 
itself on the domestic political scene was enormous, 
Ever since the war Thatcher has been riding high in 
the opinion polls. But this is not because the war 
triggered any overwhelming wave of patriotic fer- 
vour. There were no great pro-war demonstrations. 
The handful of anti-war demonstrations were not 
violently attacked. Particularly at the start of the 
campalgn, millions Were uncertain as to the value 
of going to war over 4,700 sq. miles of rock, 8,000 
miles away. 


For this reason the patriotism had to be kept on 
the boil. In this Thatcher was ably assisted by the 
press. The Ministry of Defence was deeply sus- 
picious of their value on the Task Force, but 
Thatcher knew well that as long as they were suit- 
ably censored, they would be loyal lap-dogs. The 
editor of the Daily Star pleaded with Thateher : 
“Please help us be there when Britain's pride is 
restored by the armed might which you promised 
the nation.” But it was the Sun, naturally, that 
plumbed the depths. Before the war it had cornered 
the market on hack-journalism, pandering to the 
basest and meanest of human emotions. During the 
war it surpassed itself with its “Gotcha” headline ta 
greet the sinking of the General Belgrano, its “Stick 
it up Your Junta! “ T-shirts and its orchestrated 
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witch-hunt of “‘traltors” in the media and Labour 
Party who dared question anything but “‘cold steel 
for Johnny Gaucho.” 

Yet despite the Sun‘s blood-lust its circulation 
fell during the war by 40,000. That of the Daily 
Mirror - following a “negotiated settlement’ line - 
rose by 95,000, indicating that the reservoirs of 
frenzied chauvinism were not that deep in the wor- 
king class. 


On top of Fleet Street's self censorship, That- 
cher also relied on avert cansorship and on her 
orchestrated lie machine. Perhaps most important 
and revealing was the desire to have as few TV pic- 
tures as possible because they always serve to bring 
home the consequences of war more sharply, and 
could thus serve to undermine popular backing for 
the war. 

It should also be remembered that nationalist 
sentiment didn’t run so deep as to lead to a sus- 
pension of class war against the Tories at home. Of 
course, some workers worked overtime for the war 
effort - mainly out of self-interest. But the health 
dispute continued to escalate and harden as most 
health workers contrasted the huge sums spant on the 
Task Force with their paltry wage offer. The rail 
strike took place as well amidst a barrage of Falk- 
land rhetoric. 


It is inthis context of muted patriotism and trans: 
parent hypocrisy on the part of the Tories that the 
treachery of the leadership of the labour movement 
must be judged. The trade union leaders, of course, 
kept their heads below trench level plaading that 
politics was not their domain. This did not stop 
those, like Sam McCluskie of the National Union 
of Seamen, who could not be silent, from declaring 
their solid support for Thatcher's war. ““A few pennies 
more”, for the merchant seamen crews was his only 
refrain. 

The greatest treachery was that of the Labour 
Party. Argentina’s just invasion of the Malvinas on 
April 2nd precipitated acrisis In the ranks of the 
Tory government. Carrington, Atkins and Luce all 
resigned from the Foreign Office. Ruling class opin- 
jon was split and unsure. There was no popular 
pressure for war. 


When the House of Commons met in emergency 
session on Saturday, April 3rd, the balance of forces 
could hardly have been more favourable for a de- 
cisive bid to stop Tory plans for dispatching a Task 
Force. Yet Michael Foot found reserves of vigour 
and outrage, and threw the whole weight of the Parl- 
lamentary Labour Party behind the war machine. 
As ever the Labour Party merely served to give 
democratic credentials to imperialism’s predatory 
aims when he urged the use of force, if necessary, 
to: “uphold the rights of our country to be the de 
fender of people's freedom throughout the worid..” 

Foot painted the squalid war aims of That- 
cher’s raid in the colours of freedom. In its name 
he urged the labour movement to support the war. 
Like all Labour leaders before him he equated im- 
perialism’s freedom to exploit and tyrannise the 
world with the struggle for freedom from this ex- 
ploitation. 

Not that Healey or Foot were completely un- 
critical of Thatcher. They tried to direct their fire 











against war monger Thatcher's supposed lack of vigi- 
lance against the Argentinian junta’s aggression! No 
wonder thatLabour’s quibbles were derided as car- 
ping and inconsequential. In fact it was Foot who 
gave Thatcher a political franchise and so “united 
the nation” behind her. He did what the wretched 
gutter journalists and the drum beaters in Tory 
Central Office could never do. Immediately Tory 
Party and ruling class confidence was restored. 
Immediately figures of the Tory right, such as 

Du Cann, praised Foot's April 3rd speach. 

The role of the labour “lefts”, such as Benn, was 
equally despicable. They deliberately failed to speak 
out in Parliament that day. While they later emerged 
as pacifist critics of the Task Force they shared 
Thatcher's concern for the “salf-determination of 
the Falklanders’’. Benn even motivated the inclusion 
of this principle for the kelpers in Labour's pro- 
gramme in 1980 at an NEC. The “‘lefts” criticism 
of Thatcher was even more inconsequential 
than the official Labour policy. Benn and Co, fool- 
ishly bellaved that Argentina would give way to the 
kelpers’ “rights” without the prior use of force. The 
task of genuine sociaists was to tear away the demo- 
cratic mask covering British imperialism’s war policy. 
Instead, the Labour Party left and right attempted 
to prettify it still further. 

In one important sense, however, none of this 
should surprise those familiar with the Labour Party's 
history. Its foreign policy is as subservient as its dom- 
estic one. The Communist Party's policy, predic- 
tably merely echoed the line of the Labour Left. 
They organised demonstrations on the latter’s behalf. 

The greatest crimes were committed by those 
“revolutionary” groups whose opportunist adaptat- 
ion to the Labour Party over the years has eroded 
their attachment to the Communist programme in 
time of war. Workers Power, a/one of the ‘Trotskyist’ 
organisations stood by this programme in principle 
and practice throughout these months. Our position 
was, and remains, clear, Argantina’s stunted devel- 
opment since the Second World War did not allaw it 
to escape the crippling state of semi-colonial depen- 
dence upon imperialism. Every day the hands and 
feet of the Argentinian masses are bound ever tigh- 
ter by the chains of international debt. Britain is 
one of its chief jailors. A victory for Britain was the 
worst possible outcome for all those seeking to bring 
an end to the misery and oppression imperialism 
brings. A victory for Argentina would have given 
succour to the semi-colonial masses everywhere in 
their struggles against Imperialism. For that reason, 
it was the duty of al! socialists, but especially those 
in Britain, to work for an Argentine victory, for 
a British defeat. 

One year on, the lessons of the Falklands adventure 
must be remembered. There is plenty of evidence to 
Suggest that the Kelpers feel betrayad by avents 
subsequent to the war, now prisoners of “Fortress 
Falklands". Neither are all the relatives of the 243 
dead British servicemen sure the sacrifice was worth 
it. Thatcher and the City of London are sure it 
was, however. 7 

‘4 year on and the silence of the Labour ranks 
on the war is deafening. They have not raised a 
word about Gritain’s bellicose statements on the 
planned Argentine visit to the islands. Apart from 
the questions of Tam Dalyell, the Labour MPs 
prefer silence. Thay know that thanks to their sup- 
port for the war at the decisive moment, only 
fhatcher will benefit - electorally - from recollections 
of the fighting. For our part, we place the historic 
interests of the international working class 
above that which is slectorally convenient for Lab: 
our. We will not let the working class farget the 
treachery of the Labour right and left. We will cam- 
paign inside the Labour movement to bring the 
leadership to account. We will campaign to force 
the British government to relinquish sovereignty 
and join with our Argentine brothers and sisters 
in a loud chorus - “Falklands/Malvinas: They are 


Argentina's." @ 
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Halifax the march was welcomed and 
addressed by 6 Liberal mayor. The 
Communist Party’s paper, “Morning 
Star" was bitter that the local Tories 
had attacked the march as “political”. 
The Morning Star proudly announced 
that this charge was easily “disproved” 
(28/4/83). 

Town reception committees are all 
being confined to organising food, drink, 
entertainment and accommodation for 
the marchers. They ara not mobilising 
for demos, amongst employed and unem- 
ployed local workers, to greet the March. 

On the march itself, the marshalls 
and appointed stewards (some stewards 
Bre being elected, but they are relatively 
powerless), the story is the same. The 
March is being kept away from workers” 
struggles, delegations ta factories, to 
striking workers and so on, are not 
being organised. Instead, the marchers 
are being made to listen to endless 
sermons from worthies such as the 
Moderator of the Church of Scotland 
and Father Rosser of Halifax. It is 
unlikely that the CP are expecting the 
prayers of the clergy to get rid of 
unemployment (though we can't vouch 
for this). 

What the CP are mainly after is 
respectability. This way they can hold 
onto their bureaucratic sponsors, and 


take a step to their goal of a broad 
democratic alliance - to include, the CP 
hope, the anti-working class rabble of 
the SDP and the Liberal Party. 

Despite the efforts of the bureauc- 
racy and the Stalinists, this year's 
People's March can still be turned into 
an effective, active march of unemployed 
workers. On the march itsalf this means 
organising the militants - individuals, 
members of left groups, marchers fed up 
with the bureaucratic running of the 
march. A strong united caucus of left 
militants could begin to struggle against 
the pattern of the march. They would 
argue for delegations to be sent to fac- 
tories and workers in struggle. They 
would campaign to democratise the 
march and politicise it. To do this a 
fight must be launched to demand the 
election of all stewards by the marchers 
sovereign democratic assemblies of the 
marchers to take all policy decisions: a 
democratic daily bulletin of the march; 
the right of all political tendencies in the 
labour movement to put out propaganda 
to the march and to organise meetings 
on it. Through these steps, militants can 
win the power to turn the march into a 
workers march for jobs. 


Off the march, trade unionists in the 
localities must set about mobilising 
action to welcome the march in their 


area, The town committees are proving 
a dead weight. Through trade union 
branches, stewards committees, trades 
councils and Labour Parties, initiatives 
must be taken to leaflet the dole queues, 
organise demonstrations, strikes and 
factory gate meetings to welcome the 
march. Labour movement meetings and 
ralligs must take the ‘place of sermons 
from bishops and bureaucrats alike. Above 
all pressure must be mounted on the 
TUC to call a one-day general strike on 
the day the march reaches London - 
ALL OUT ON JUNE 3rd. At the same 
time all the stops must be pulled out to 
make sure that the June 5th national 
TUC demonstration is the biggest against 
unemployment ever. Leaflets must go 
into every plant and workplace. Trains 
must be booked and filled from every 
part of the country. 


By these measures militants can ensure 
that the People’s March makes the 
unemployed a visible, fighting force. 

At the end of the march the windy 
rhetoric of the union and Labour 
leaders must not be allowed to draw 
down the curtain on the unemployed. 
Above all the People’s March must 
become the starting point for organising 
the unemployed. In every town and 
nationally, unemployed activists and 


the official trade unions must devote 

energy and resources to building an 

Unemployed Workers Union with full 

representation and rights at every level 

of the Labour movement. In addition 
the trades unions themselves must be 

Open to the unemployed. Unemployed 

workers should have the right to join 

the union of their choice, at reduced 
subscriptions and with full rights. 

A united working class - unemployed 
and employed organised together - can 
begin to turn the tide on Thatcher. And, 
instead of waiting for five years for 
unemployment to be reduced to one 
million by Labour, the struggle must be 
started now for: 

* Work or full pay for all. 

* For the immediate introduction of a 
35 hour week. For worksharing with 
no loss of pay, under trade union con- 
tro|. Cut the hours, not the jobs! 

* For a woman's right to work - no 
“women out first “solutions”. 

* For a massive programme of public 
works. 

* For the immediate occupation of all 
firms threatening redundancies. 

* For the nationalisation without cons- 
pensation of all firms threatening 
closures. For workers’ control of such 
enterprises. 
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THE 1983 PEOPLE'S March for jobs is being 
organised by the same gang of Regional TUC 
bureaucrats who tried to make sure the 1981 
march was a harmless protest. Marchers this 
year will need to take on the Jack Dromeys and 
Colin Barnetts of the world right from the 
start. These characters want a march that is a 
moving forced labour camp, where they take 
ali the decisions and their faithfull appointed 
marshalls bully marchers into carrying them out 
without question. The marshalls and appointed 
stewards want a passive showpiece to impress 
the clergy and local dignitaries in every town. 
That is the type of support they relish. It 
always takes priority over the active support of 
workers. 

The organisers delude themselves that plenty 
of vicars, Liberals and even Tory dignitaries will 
pressurise Thatcher into changing her policies. 
What a joke! It didn’t work in 1981. It won't 
work this time round either. The total out of 
work has risen since then. For the 1983 Peop: 
le's March to become a real starting point for 
fighting unemployment and organising the un- 
employed, it must become a workers’ march. 

It must be turned into a springboard to launch 
a workers’ fightback against unemployment 


that is rooted in action at the factories and dole 
queues. A march of the militant unemployed 
must turn outwards to link up with workers 

in struggle. To achieve this a struggle for demo- 
cracy on the march has to be waged from the 
outset. 


The Eastern Leg of the 1981 march showed that 
allowing stewards to quickly impose their iron-fisted 
rule completely demoralises marchers and wrecks any 
potential for militaney. In a bulletin we issuedto the 
march at Chesterfield we were able to list a whole 
series of grievances raised by marchers: 

* 1) Stewards acting like dictators. 
2) Marchers threatened with being thrown off. 
3) You can’t sell papers. 
4) You can’t wear badges or stickers that the stew- 
ards think are “sectarian.” 
5) Marchers have no say over what happens next. 
6) There are no democratic meetings. 
Can anything be done? Yes - but only if the marchers 
stick it out and organise to confront the bureaucrats 
running this Eastern Leg.” 

Despite our efforts this challenge never came on 
the Eastern Leg. The result was that by the time the 
march reached Leicester, 40 marchers had left as a 
result of demoralisation. 

The story of the Western Leg where Workers 
Power had a stronger presence, showed that there 
was an alternative to a tightly policed apolitical march. 


What today’s | 
must rememb 


From Liverpool WP supporters challenged the appoin- 
ted stewards and began the battle to gain some con- 
trol over the march. We talked to as many people as 
possible about why demoeratising the march was nece- 
ssary. Instead of just joining in the inevitable (and 
justified) moaning of other marchers we tried to 

show the political connection between grievances and 
the nature of the march. We proposed actions that 
could turn moans into effective challenges to the 
TUC marshalls and appointed stewards. When we were 
attacked by youths in Halewood Liverpool, for ex- 
ample, we argued for organised defence of the march, 
elected stewards and regular democratic meetings to 
decide policy. 

At Warrington, only 3 days into the March, the 
first democratic assembly took place. The marshalls, 
headed by “‘Colonel"’ Barry Williams, President of 
Liverpool Trades Council (who suffered delusions 
that he was Napoleon and the march was his army) 
agreed to elected stewards alongside appointed ones. 
While this enabled marchers on the Western Leg to 
gain a degree of freedom for most of the march, it 
did not prevent the re-assertion of bureaucratic control 
as we neared London. Jack Dromey, of SERTUC, used 
“confusion” over stewarding to unilaterally dissolve 
the elected stewards at Bedford. The official march 
bulletin stated: ‘Because of increasing problems with 
security (never specified - WP) as we near London we 
have appointed a group of stewards who will be solely 
in charge of security.” These new stewards - nearly 
all hand-picked Communist Party heavies or willing 
WRP hangers on - established the norms of the Eastern 
Leg over the whole march. By May 26th the organisers 
felt confident enough to issue edicts denying marchers 
the right to identify themselves with political groups 
aven while not on the march: “In addition it is March 
policy (by whose decree? -WP) that the marchers are 
just that- marchers'- and should not leave the march 
whatsoever, including the selling of newspapers, with- 
out permission.” (Official Bulletin 26/5/81). 

Prior to this militants on the Western Leg had 
repeatedly upset the plans of the organisers. The 
case of “Colonel” Barry Williams was typical. A 
democratic assembly agreed no-one could be kicked 
off the march Unless they were voted off by an 


assembly. In theory the marshalls agreed but 

tice when Williams decided he wanted two pe 
at Congleton he kicked them off without con 
anyone. We organised an unofficial meeting ai 
refused to march. In reply we were promised 
assembly to deal with the problem.When it hi 
the marchers voted for the two to stay on, T 
onel’s pride was so wounded that he resigned 
went back to Liverpool! 

Democratising the march meant challengin; 
shalls’ view of it as “non-political”. For WP a 
other marchers it was political - not a plea to 
cher but a fight against her. That is why we i 
on shouting the slogans we wanted, wearing t 
we wanted, hearing the speakers we wanted. , 
a Tory mayor spoke to the march. A democr: 
assembly agreed this should never happen aga 
wanted to hear workers on strike and marche 
selves. We had to fight every inch of the way 
sure this was carried out. 

Not only was the march political, WP insist 
the marchers had to have the right to discuss 
cal issues too. This became urgently necessary 
Bobby Sands died on May 5th. SWP members 
to wear black armbands but were physically t 
ened by appointed stewards and shouted at b 
own “Chief Marshall’ - John Deason, WP aim 
getting the march to issue a press release on 
following lines: “The People’s Marchers conde 
Thatcher government for allowing Bobby San 
die. We believe that all Republican prisoners s 
be given political status,” We were trying to p 
cise the marchers and the march, 

For this reason we agitated first amongst t 
marchers. We discussed the statement in our ¢ 
(the march was. divided into 11 groups). After 
been passed there we took it to the democrat 
assembly in Manchester. Before a proper disci 
could take place a WRP member - supported | 
CP- moved that the meeting be closed. When 
looked like losing the Marshalls stepped forwe 
announced that food was ready! A vote on th 
ment was never taken. 

This was no isolated case. {t was typical of 
Stalinists methods in stifling political debate. 





THE DEAD HAND OF MILITANT 


THIS YEAR’S LPYS conference took place 
against a background of massive attacks on 
working class youth. But if you're under 21 
and want to fight back against unemployment 
and low pay, or if you want to defend yourself 
against police harassment and the threat of 
nuclear war....don‘t worry . According to chair- 
man Kevin Ramage the 1983 LPYS conference 
was (like last year’s and the year before) “the 
best ever.” 


Many of the other 2,000 delegates and visi- 
tors who gathered at Bridlington probably found 
it hard to be so enthusiastic. Despite its much 
publicised ‘*Marxist.” leadership, the YS has 
failed to rally youth into action against the 
ruling class onslaught. Nor has it challenged the 
indifference and bare-faced sabotage which 
youth have encountered from the TUC and 
Labour leaders. 


There is only one reason Militant supporters like 
Ramage could have for self-congratulation. By keeping 
their heads down, by turning the YS away from youth 
who want action instead of words they have tempo- 
rarily saved their skins from Labour's witch-hunt ma- 
chine, But even this won't save them. The YS budget 
has already been slashed, and at the conference an 
army of Walworth Road heavies were on hand to stop 
any non-registered tendencies and individual YS bran- 
ches setting up bookstalls. 

The current witch-hunt is only the latest of many 
in the turbulent history of Labour's youth sections. 
Every attempt to set up a “safe Labour Party youth 
organisation has ended with shut-downs and purges. 
That the present YS has lasted so long under the 
leadership of Militant (they took control in 1970) is due 
to the state of moribund inactivity they have fostered. 
Few of the 493 YS branches have more than a hand- 
ful of members. Only 257 people at the conference 
were delegates from branches. The other fifteen hun- 
dred present there represented a more realistic figure 
for the YS activa membership than the claimed 10,000. 
The YS leadership won't even re/ease the actual sales 
figures of “Socialist Youth", only, Pravda-style, ever 
increasing targets. Paradoxically it has only been under 
Militant’s ‘Marxist’ leadership that the Labour leaders 
managed to fulfil their goal of turning the YS into a 
tame army of footsoldiers for election campaigns. 

In recent years Militant has faced a small but vocal 
Opposition in several YS branches and at the con- 
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ference from supporters of Class Fighter (an inde- 
pendent youth group dominated by the WSL) and 
Revolution (youth supporters of Socialist Action). 
But if the conference showed the bankruptcy of the 
Militant leadership, it also revealed the inability of 
Revo and the majority of Class Fighter to grapple 
with Militant’s iliusion-mongering in Labour's peace- 
ful road to socialism. 

The first debate of the conference centred on 
Militant resolutions on ‘‘Economic Policy” and “Elec- 
tlon Strategy”. Here in spite of the desperate plight 
of working class youth, it was business as usual for 
the YS. The South Herts resolution called for the 
alimination of the capitalist system in one sentence, 
and in the next argued: “The next Labour Govern- 
ment must bring this about by implementing the 
following policies: 

1. 35 hr. week with no loss of pay 

2. £90 minimum wage 

3. A massive programme of public works 

4, Reversal of public expenditure cuts 

5. Nationalise the top 200 monopolies which control 
80% of the economy under workers’ control and 
management.” 

This approach although it is couched in the language 

of Trotskyism contains two fatal reformist flaws. 

First, all Militant’s abstract propaganda for socia- 
lism is reduced in practice to calling for a “Labour 
government with socialist policies.” Unfortunately 
for youth, Labour is not committed to socialist poli- 
cies. Even if it wins the next general election the 
Labour Party will not launch such an attack on the 
property of the employers. In fact the next Labour 
government is pledged to policies which will attack 
workers’ rights and living standards e.g. wage control 
and “non-racist” immigration laws. Because of this, 
revolutionaries must fight to win youth to an action 
programme and organise them in a struggle that will 
defend their rights and living standards now. But 
Militant offers no other mode of combat than that of 
their headline of 25/3/83: “FIGHT FOR YOUR FUT- 
URE WITH LABOUR. Start now, come to the LPYS 
conference!!! ".in Militant’s hands the Trotskyist 
programme is reduced to a programme of requests 
to the entrenched Labour bureaucracy that it pledges 
itself to a set of abstract socialist goals. 

But Militant’s “socialist programme” is also in- 
adequate because it doesn't answer the question: 

What would happen if Labour d/d adopt these poli- 
cies? It is ABC for Marxists that even the most left 
wing of Labour governments in parliament cannot 
bring about socialism. The state - the police, army, 


judges ete. - is not neutral. In any struggle it is there 
to defend the interests of the capitalist class. It 
cannot be taken hold of and used to “legislate ” for 
socialism, It has to be smashed and replaced by organs 
of direct working class power - democratic workers’ 
councils and a workers’ militia. 

Against raising demands focussed towards these 
goals Militant argue that ‘’sectarians” (i.e. revolutionar- 
ies) are “mistaking the first month of pregnancy for 
the ninth.’ What they forget when they use this 
analogy is that even in the first month of pregnancy 
an embryo exists. To struggle for a revolution, even 
in a period of retreat, means that in avery struggle 
of youth we fight to build the embryonic forms of 
working class power: picket line defence squads, dele- 
gate strike committees, the defence of black youth 
against racist attacks. Militant will run a mile from 
being associated with these demands in front of young: 
workers. 

The Class Fighter amendment to this key reso- 
lution hardly deserved the ritual brand of “‘sectarian- 
ism" it received. It called on the Labour Party and 
the TUC to organise a General Strike to kick out the 
Tories and replace them with a “workers’ government.” 
“The workers’ government must be a government 
based on and accountable to the organisations of the 
working class and carrying out policies in the interests 
of the working class’. But what policies? Which or- 
ganisations? Do they mean a revolutionary govern- 
ment based on Soviets and the arming of the workers? 
Or aLabour government committed to socialist 
Policies” 7? 

The answer is clear when we look at the numerous 
interventions at the conference made by CF/Revo in 
support of Socialists for a Labour Victory(SLV). In 
its own words the SLV is: “Pledged to organise 
support for a Labour victory in the forthcoming 
General Election on the basis of the socialist policies 
carried at successive Labour Party conferences.” Its 
supporters add: “We will campaign ourselves on the 
basis of these policies.” 

Sounds familiar? It should. It is the same recipe 
for a “socialist” Labour government that has been 
served up time and time again as Trotskyism by 
groups as disparate as Militant and the WRP. The 
most palatable parts of Labour's reformist programme 
are dressed up as “socialism” and the rest quietly 
ignored. Revo and CF might call for mass action against 
the Tories, up to a General Strike, but nowhere do 
these policies which they “campaign on the basis of” 
Prepare working class youth for action independent 
of and against a job-cutting, wage-cutting Labour 





government. 

Socialist Youth editor Willy Griffin was ev 
to point out that whilst the SLY platform cal 
25 monopolies to be nationalised, Militant's p 
calls for 200! No wonder most of the argume 
between these rivals for pole-position as Labot 
most love! “socialists” take the form of mutu: 
sations of“"sectarianism”’. 

Class. Fighter and Revo do not owe their re 
tation as a “left opposition” to their challenge 
itant’s central strategy. In a different form the 
this strategy. They owe it to their consistent c 
ging of Militant's econamism on questions like 
land, Women and Gay rights. CF/Revo suppor 
Mounted 4 vigorous protest throughout the co 
ence at Militant’s refusal to put Gay Rights or 
agenda for the 8th year running. They organise 
massive fringe meeting at which Peter Tatchell! 

However Revo and CF's. bid for a bloe wit! 
“hard left’ MPs like Clive Solely and Reg Rac 
the SLV means that their alternatives to Militz 
becoming more and more diluted. On women, 
example, CF was reduced to hypocritical nitpi 
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rigged agendas so that contentious questions always 
came up at the end of meetings, at which point the 
marshalls would announce - ‘Money's being paid out 
now” (Stoke) or “Food's ready" (Manchester) or “The 
European Cup Final’s starting’’ (Watford). The reason 
for this was that if the marchers became politicised, 
they might challenge the dominant left-reformist, 
Stalinist politics of the main organisers. 

These lessons need to be learnt for this march. 
Lectures from marshalls should come after issues 
marchers want discussed. Marchers should chair meet- 
ings. Democratic Assernblies should be announced in 
advance and take place after every short march and 
on every rest day. The marshalls should be accoun- 
table to them, Stewards meetings should take place 
every day. Whenever possible the march should stay 
together overnight to enable these meetings to 
happen. Information about the route, local factories, 
speakers and so on is not the private property of the 
officials, On the 1981 Western Leg, the marchers only 
heard rumours about these things - it became a hope- 
less joke with Punks on the march calling them the 
“Bureau of Mis-information”. A bulletin for marchers 
is essential. It must be free to print criticisms, views 
and suggestions of the marchers. A marcher must 
speak in every town. Vicars and bigwigs should march 
behind the unemployed. 

All of these small measures are vitally important 
because as a whole they open up the possibility of 
a fighting, militant march of the unemployed. WP 
supporters knew that securing such measures trans- 
formed the potential of the march. Marchers became 
more militant and outgoing and this is the key to 
linking up with workers in struggle, the aim of any 
serious militant unemployment march. We began 
this process alongside the democracy struggle. The 
first day out from Liverpool we walked_right past 
Ford Halewood and didn’t meet a single worker! 

It was obvious that this would be, the story all aong 
the way to London unless something was done. The 
next day WP supporters on the march went to a local 
factory in dispute. Workers at United Glass in St. 
Helens-were on strike against redundancies. We brought 
some workers from the picket line to speak at the 
social in Widnes. They spoke despite the obstruction 





with Militant, But they offered no more than existing 
LP policy on these issues as their alternative. 

To a large extent the debate on Ireland was a 
different matter. In the name of workers’ unity Mili- 
tant have not only stood aside from the national 
struggle in treland, but joined the British press in 
condemning the IRA/INLA as sectarian psychopathic 
murderers. When Class Fighter supporters Neil James 
and Richard Emmet called for the YS's unconditional 
support for the national struggle in Ireland, not just 
Fleet Street but most of the Militant supporters went 
berserk, 

The Sun announced “Neil James is a monster’. The 
Mail carried the story alongside a report of an acci- 
dental IRA assasination. “Militant on 8/4/83 referred 
to CF's “hysterical rantings”. For a few minutes at 
least CF had succeeded in raising the banner of 
working class internationalism and turned the confer- 
ence inte a cauldron of argument. But how did CF 
and Revo's ‘parent’ papers report this high point 
of the conference? 

Martin Thomas in Socialist Organiser failed to men- 
tion the offending speeches, instead emphasising that 
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East meets west on the 1981 march 
and threats of the marshalls who were complaining it 
was “unofficial”. Their shop steward got a standing 
ovation. 

From there we argued for factory visits. Delegations 
of marchers went to visit factories in the areas as we 
passed through. Visits went ahead to Holman Mit- 
chell’s occupation, United Glass, Laurence Scott's, 
Royal Pride furniture and others. We asked workers 
to attend the demo in London at the end of the 
march, WP supporters argued, in particular, for 
strike action - as part of a one-day General Strike- 
on Friday 29th May as the March reached London. In 
return we took collection sheets, leaflets and stickers 
to use the march as a publicity vehicle for disputes 
that probably wouldn’t have been heard of outside the 
local area. 

Inevitably, pitching into supporting strikes set us 
against many a trade union official, This was one of 
the reasons Dromey organised his clampdown. He 
wanted no more clashes with his pals in the bureau- 
cracy . Events in the Midlands had set his alarm bells 
ringing. As the 1981 march neared West Bromwich 
TGWU Regional full-timer Brian Mathers, headed the 
march. He was directly responsible for selling 1,000 
jobs down the river at Ansells, Brewery. WP supporters 
in Birmingham encouraged Ansells’ strikers to join 
the march in West Brom and protest at Mathers’ in- 
volvement. On the march itself we prepared the 
ground beforehand, explaining who Mathers was, 
what,he had done and why he should be opposed. 
Then, at a rally in. West Brom Mathers.was booed off- 
stage. When an Ansells steward spoke the, marshalls 
moved quickly to turn off the mike. They didn’t want 
to upset their trade union bureaucrat pals. Neverthe- 
less, Mathers was booed off stage in Birmingham too, 
and never appeared again! The Ansells strikers,,on 
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the other hand, won the right to speak in Birmingham 
and received a warm response rom the marchers. ° 

Improvements could have been made on links with 
employed workers. WP supporters argued for delega- 
tions to go ahead of the march to plants - to secure 
strike action as the march arrived. The marshalls an- 
swered this demand that there was only enough money 
for one minibus! These are the sort of ridiculous 
obstacles militant marchers face. In fact money was 
pouring in from collections and trade union branches. 
The bureaucrats operate on lies and distortions so 
pressure has to be kept up otherwise democratic de- 
cisions are quietly forgotten. 

Crucially, the organisers never intended marchers 
to make links with militant workers or strikers active 
in their area. The importance of this hit home to us 
when we began to think about after the march. The 
organisers never had any plans for a militant campaign 
against unemployment in the localities. Evan the 
feeble, cross-class, People's Campaign for Jobs. was only 
reluctantly declared after the march was finished. On, 
the march the message from the officials was ‘‘go home 
and wait for a Labour government.” 

Against this we raised the need to build Unemploy- 
ed Workers’ Unions (U.W.U.s) in every town and 
for them to be linked ‘nationally into a national’ union. 
We tried to’ organise discussions amongst the West 
Midlands marchers to organise for action immediately 
after the march. 

We argued for an U.W.U, that decided its own 
policies and tactics in the areas. But we also demanded 
recognition, and representation for such a union at 
avery level of the trade unions, and for these unions 
to financially help establish such unemployed unions. 

The TUG, the GP and the Labour Party had no 
real interest in. building such a permanent body. For 
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them the march had served its purpose. The protest w 
registered. Now everybody could go home. In the lo- 
calities individual militants made efforts to keep up 
the links, to build local unions and to organise some 
national co-ordination. Thanks to the obstructiveness 
of the Stalinists to such a perspective, these efforts 
did not lead to the establishment of an Unemployed 
Workers’ Union. 

This year's march must be turned into a focus for 
re-launching this work. Militants on it must take heed 
of the past lessons and, from the start they must or- 
ganise for the future, for after the march. We must 
demand of the organisers the names and addresses of 
all those marchers from the same town, and lists of 
sponsoring bodies, trade union branches that gave 
money. Militant marchers must organise meetings 
for their areas, developing a plan of action. A demo- 
cratic assembly should discuss fighting unemployment 
before the march reaches London (when everyone’s 
exhausted and drifting off). 

\f this year’s march can be turned from a passive 
protest into a focus for supporting and linking up 
workers’ struggles it will be worth the effort of mili- 
tants mobilising for it. It must also ensure that the 
unemployed do not become invisible after the march. 
A conference should be called after the march, by the 
labour movement) bodies which sponsored it. This 
should be open to all the marchers and to unemploye 
workers from every locality. Such a conference would 
give.a focus and morale boost to unemployed worker: 
everywhere. Whilst the limelight is on the march there 
is the potential of drawing in unemployed workers. 
This potential must be realised, with the support of 
the official organisers if possible, against them if 
necessary. 
by Sue Dye (Peoples Marcher, 1981) 
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the CF resolution called for “legitimate minority 
rights for protestants." Piers Mostyn in Socialist 
Action 15/4/83 was less coy: “It was unfortunate 
that delegates supporting the paper Class Fighter could 
only offer equally abstract denunciations of British 
Imperialism and calls for support for the IRA.” 

The one time that Class Fighter mounted a serious 
opposition to Militant it was disowned and criticised 
by its political mentors. Meanwhile Revo “the paper 


‘that supports the Sandinistas”, thinks that supporting 


the “‘Sandinistas’’ on Britain’s doorstep is too abstract! 

The bosses’ offensive has hit youth hard. Unem- 
ployment, dead-end training schemes and low incomes 
all take a terrible toll'on working class youth. Yet 
it is amongst the youth that the most energetic fight 
ers against the bosses are to be found. That is why 
the Labour leaders like Foot - who supported the 
police against desperate youth who rioted in 1981 - 
want to keep a tame LPYS. They fear the power of 
a youth movement that embraces thousands who 
really believe that they can bring about change now. 

The working class has nothing to fear from its 
own youth, so long as it enlists them in its class war. 
lf it does not then Thatcher will, for sure, enlist them 
in her imperialist army. Or else the fascists will re- 
cruit them into their anti-working class gangs. 

Youth need a working class alternative to this. 
They need an alternative as well to the indifference 
and hostility shown to them by the official leaders of 
the Labour Party and to the do-nothing policies of 
the Militant leaders of the LPYS. Youth must be or- 
ganised into an independent revolutionary youth move 
ment, clear about its aim - the revolutionary over- 
throw of capitalism - and clear about its methods - 
militant class struggle around a reoviutionary action 
programme that meets the needs of youth today. 
This must centre on; 

O Trade Union rates and rights on YOPs and YTSs. 

Full TU rights for young workers. 

O A massive programme of public works to provide 

real jobs for all. 

Unite the unemployed and those in work. For an 

unemployed workers’ union and the right of the 

unemployed.to join a TUC union. Work or full pay. 

O Fight redundancies and closures with strikes and 
occupations. 
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OQ. Labour movement support for black youth defend- 
ing themselves against police and racist attacks. 
O° Draw young women into the unions. Free abortion 
afd contraception on demand, Abolish the age of 
@ Consent laws. Down with discrimination against gay 
youth. — q 
A revolutionary youth movement would notstand 
aside from the mass of youth who think voting Lab- 
our can solve their problems. It would campaign for a 
Labour victory. But it would not tailor its policies to 
Labour’s programme. It would fight for its own pro- 
gramme. It would demand that Labour implements 
all of the above and more. It would prepare youth 
at all times to resist the attacks that will inevitably 
come from a government of Healey and Kinnock. 
A revolutionary youth movement would not leave 
the LPYS to the mercy, of Militant. It would consti- 
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Trotsky’s International 


splinters 


tute a revolutionary tendency in the YS aiming to tur 
YS branches out to the real struggles of young wor- 
kers, school students and black youth. It would or- 
ganise the rea/ class fighters who mostly live and 
struggle outside the YS branch meetings, and fight to 
build from thelr ranks a revolutionary working class 
party. 

This movement does not yet exist. Tie forces 
which could organise it remain small and increasingly 
buried in the YS. Until and unless this is remedied 
every YS conference will be the ‘‘best ever" for the 
PLP and, their tame Militant colleagues. Every year 
their treachery and inactivity will go unchallenged 
while the plight of working class youth will remain 
unchanged. 
by Paul Mason 
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THE WORKERS SOCIALIST League is a 
divided and crisis wracked organisation. It was 
born of a thoroughly unprincipled fusion be- 
tween the Alan Thornett led “old” WSL and 
the Sean Matgamna’s International-Commu- 
nist League. Differences of the first order were 
brushed aside as both organisations manoeu- 
vred to offset their decline in membership and 
the collapse of their perspectives. 


The old WSL was tottering. Its perspective 
of building a “mini-mass party” in anticipat- 
ion of an imminent “1968 style’ upsurge in 
the class struggle, was shattered by the defeats 
inflicted on the working class under the Tor- 
ies. Instead of correcting this perspective the 
WSL simply transferred it to the Labour Party. 
Lo and behold, there was Sean Matgamna 
waiting with open arms. The WSL, particularly 
its right wing, which had already embraced 
Matgamna’s positions on the Labour Party and 
the Bennite left, were a welcome acquisition 
for the I-CL. Their former allies, the Chartists, 
had abandoned them and were busy building 
a rival to Socialist Organiser - the London 
Labour Briefing. 

The new WSL was founded on a central orien- 
tation to the Labour Party. This orientation was 
liquidationist in the sense that the goal of the new 
WSL set itself was to “organise the left", particu - 
larly the Bennite left. A party paper fell by the way- 
side - Socialist Organiser, the open house paper re- 
placed jt. The Workers Socialist Review (three issues 
in almost two years) provided neither 9 regular 
focussed party voice nor a vehicle for programma- 
tic development in the WSL. 

There was to be no question of building a rev- 
olutionary tendency in the Labour Party. The goal 
of an organised alliance with the (reformist) left 
necessitated diplomacy, Revolutionary positions 
were trampled on in the interests of this perspective 
from day one of the fusion back in the summer 
of 1981. 

The tactic of the workers’ government was trans- 
formed into a strategic necessity in the shape of a 
left-Labour government accountable to the party 
through the democratic reforms achieved since 1979. 
During the ‘Benn for Deputy’ campaign SO decla- 
red they were ‘‘Bennites’’. Any criticism of Benn in 
the pages of SO was forbidden. 

Following Michael Foot's attack on Tatchell 
for his mild comments on extra-pariiamentary action, 
SO leader-writer John O'Mahoney replied with a 
convoluted centrist attempt to recenci/e workers’ 
damocracy and bourgesis democracy. 

New depths were plumbed by the WSL during 
the Malvinas war. Socialist Organiser became overtly 
social pacifist. It refused to defend semi-colonial 
Argentina against imperialist Britain. It dragged the 
banner of revolutionary internationalism through the 
Labourite mire. It has not repudiated this position 
once since the war ended. 

All of these opportunist revisions of the central 
tenets of marxism were intended to serve the goal 
of liquidating the WSL politically into the amor- 
phous reformist left within the Labour party. Any 
remaining marxist barriers to political reformist allies 
had to be removed. 

Throughout this process the leaders of the old 
WSL complied with the Matgamnaites. They initially 
supported Matgamna on the Malvinas and only shif- 
ted to their centrist position of supporting Argentina 
after the British fleet left port, They did not support 
Argentina’s right to reclaim part of thelr national 
territory from British imperialism. They have not 
questioned the essence of Matgamna’s liquidationist 
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Labour Party project. 

All the indications suggest that this liquidatio- 
nist course will lead to the collapse of the WSL. At 
the most recent WSL conference the organisation, 
which claimed 300 members at fusion, could muster 
at most only 155 members. Its liquidation has had 
obvious practical consequences for over half of the 
members. 


At the conference the Matgamnaites won a com- 
fortable majority for their documents and a majority 
of 20 on the new NC of 30. Most vitally, con- 
ference adopted the major Matgamnaite document 
on the Labour Party. |t was a codification of exis- 
ting practice and the clearest statement to date of 
Matgamna’s strategic position. It declared: “The LP 
is for now and tha foreseeable future the pivot of 
mass working class politics in Britain.” For the 
WSL the course is now firmly set on “renovating, 
reorientating and transforming the existing labour 
movement, trade union and political wings alike... 
The LP is the vehicle for developing the militancy 
into mass working class politics in the next stage 
ahead, and for transitional demands, and developing 
the, presently, refarmist working class movement on 
the basis of experience of political and industrial, 
and other struggles towards a fully formed solution, 
Behind the awkward prose lies 4 very clear message, 


In place of building a revolutionary party that 
seeks to win workers to a revolutionary programme 
the Labour Party is now presented as a “vehicle” 
for moving “towards a fully formed solution”. 

The idea that the Labour Party is the central 
vehicle for transforming union militancy into mass 
action is contradicted by the entire history of the 
twentieth century labour movement. 


As a vehicle for securing the return of a Labour 
Government, the Labour Party has persistently 
proved to be a vehicle for dissipating militancy. 
Look at the experience of 1974-9. Of course the 
Matgamnaites may think that the Labour Party is 
different now, and that its left is harder. Nonsense! 
In the Health strike, the Steel strike and the Leyland 
strikes, the Labour Party and its left have provided 


neither the organisational nor political focus for 
generalising the struggles. Yet this absurd position 
is now the majority position of the WSL. 

Stung into opposition by an oppositional faction 
on their left and by Matgamna‘s appetite for liqui- 
dationism, the leaders of the old WSL - Thornett, 
Richardson and Lister - did mount an opposition 
to Matgamna. But it amounted to little more than 
an argument over resources - how much? where? 
and a call for a return to the old style WSL’s method 
of raising of Transitional Demands. What this means 
in practice was shown in SO on 22nd April where 
Thornett’s article on BL raised the call to “Open 
the Books” but failed to mantion the need to strike 
against the Blue Book, Slave's Charter, the very 
issue posed by the strikel 

The hopelessness of this position was reflected 
in the vote it got. Only 66 people were left in the 
Thornett camp and 20 odd of those were members 
of the non-Thornettite faction. Their votes were ob- 
viously a trade off for Thornett’s votes for their 
Youth document (which also lost). The truth Is that 
having accepted Matgamna’s politics for so Jong, the 
leaders of the old WSL can now offer nothing ser- 
ious in the way of analysis of them or opposition to 
them. They argued about resources - not about Mat- 
gamna‘s opportunist method. 

The Internationalist Tendency (which later declar- 
ed itself a faction), put forward a position on the 
Labour Party counterposed to Matgamna’‘s. The 
Tendency originated from a group of comrades in- 
side the WSL who recoiled from SO's position on the 
Malvinas. Since then they have attempted to organ- 
ise opposition to the Matgamna leadership on a range 
of questions. However, at the WSL conference, they 
were not prepared to follow through the logic of 
their charges that Matgamna was a revisionist. Even 
though he won, the Internationalists decided, by a 
majority vote, to stay in the WSL. 

In the course of the Tendency struggle, a num- 
ber of comrades came close to the positions of 
Workers’ Power. We reprint two of their documents 
and articles submitted to our paper by them. Within 
the Tendency and Faction they fought for the 





positions outlined in the document “The Politics 

of the WSL Leadership - A Case History of Centrism”. 
We agree 100% with it. The strength of this docu- 
ment was reflected in the fact that around 80% of 

the platform eventually produced by the Internation- 
alist Faction was taken from this document. 

There were differences over the TILC becoming 
democratic centralist, the call for a Democratic Sec- 
ular State of Palestine, the characterisation of Mat- 
gamna’s line on Ireland as pro-imperialist and the 
interpretation of the TILG’s document “The Trans- 
itional Programme in Today's Class Struggle” being 
a “historic gain”. On these questions the comrades 
sympathetic to WP publicly dissented from the plat- 
form. As most of the rest of the document either 
came from, or was in accord with, their own pasi- 
tions they signed and fought for the faction plat- 
form. Bureaucratic manouvres by the Matgamnaites 
prevented the document as a whole from being de- 
bated. 

The comrades argued for a split once the Matgam- 
naites had won on the key issue of the LP. The 
choice was either to split and to try to rally the 
healthy elements in the WSL, or to become prisoners 
within the WSL or to carry out a delayed split 
which would risk waging the decisive battles behind 
the backs of the members. The Internationalist 
Faction decided not to split. 

We hope that they will soon reconsider their 
position but under the circumstances the comrades 
sympathetic to WP had no choice but to break from 
the Faction, put out their own document and resign 
from the WSL. They did this at the conference in 
full view of the membership. They are confident 
that the long-term effects of their open, principled 
split In the WSL will have repercussions beyond the 
conference. 

Workers’ Power has consistently and openly 
criticised the politics and practices of the WSL and 
of its co-thinkers in the Labour Party. We have not 
done this because we are sectarians. This is the 
myth peddled by the Matgamna and Thornett wings 
of the leadership. They apply the label sectarian to 
those who criticise them. Significantly they do not 
apply it to themselves when they attack the SWP, 
or the SL. They do not consider it sectarian to 
waste newspaper space in their ever more frenzied 
and bizarre campaign against the WRP and Labour 
Lefts like Livingstone and Knight who spurned Mat- 
gamna’s political advances and have spoken at WRP 
rallies. We have no time for the WAP’s politics or 
their legal action against SO, but it is obvious that 
SO jis, in crazed sect-like fashion, prolonging the 
statement/counter-statement wierd vendetta that 
exists between it and the Newsline of the WRP. 
The polemics we have launched against the WSL 
have nothing in common with this sort of sectarian 
lunacy. 

The fact that a faction was formed shows that 
elements exist who are prepared to fight with Mat- 
gamna. The fact that these comrades left the WSL 
to enter discussions with us shows that our polemics, 
as well as our entire range of positive positions, have 
had an impact inside the WSL, 

The fact that the Faction and other healthy ele- 
mants have stayed inside the WSL shows that our 
job is far from over. This supplement is a continu- 
ation of work we began months ago. It is designed 
to show how a principled alternative to Matgamna 
and Thornett can be built. It is designed to remind 
all healthy elements within the WSL that there is an 
alternative to the centrist swamp they are currently 
trapped in. 

We will fight to win others from the WSL. We 
continue this fight with an appeal to those who 
opposed Matgamna on a principled basis at the 
conference - leave the WSL and join In discussions 
with us with a view to fusing with us and thereby 
strengthening the forces of Trotskyism.m 





Why I resigned from the WSL 


THE WSL conference showed that the old 
I-CL leadership was totally dominant within 
the new fused WSL. All the documents of the 
old I-CL leaders were passed. They got their 
way on the Labour Party, on Women and on 
Youth. The WSL is set on course to repeat 
the very political mistakes that have dogged 
the Trotskyist left in Britain since the end 

of World War 2. More than likely they will 
go down the road of Ted Grant and the Mili- 
tant, becoming part of the left wing of Brit- 
ish Labourism. 

The WSL leadership bureaucratically preven- 
ted the politics of the Internationalist Faction 
being put to the conference. A document on 
the Labour Party, by comrade Morrow, a 
member of the faction, was overwhelmingly 
defeated. Although | found its politics weak 
on the way that revolutionaries should work 
in the Labour Party, the comrade did point 
out to conference that he supported the In- 
ternationalist Faction’s platform on Labour 
Party work. That is why | voted for the docu- 
ment at conference. | was a member of the 
old |-CL. | have disagreed for many years 
with the leadership of both the old I-CL and 
the new WSL, on major political points. 

They have been far too soft on the Lefts in the 
Labour Party. They were totally uncritical of Tat- 
chell’s election campaign and of his politics even 
though many of his positions made him no differ- 
ent from those Liberals who fight on local issues. 

Yet Socialist Organiser gave him support uncri- 
tically and is still doing so. They have not tackled 
Benn for his total failure to lead any sort‘of fight 
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against the Register and the witch-hunt. Socialist 
Organiser has not criticised his role at Bishop Stort- 
ford. 

Many Socialist Organiser supporters = particularly 
in London - have Leen elected to local councils. 
They did not stand on a revolutionary programme 
at all. Some have gone clean over to the reformist 
left and voted for rate rises and against wage in- 
creases for local government workers. 

The layer of workers that the old I-CL leaders 
said they would win when they came rushing into 
the Labour Party through the ‘open valve’’ has never 
arrived. Instead many of the comrades they have 
recruited would seem, having talked to them, to 
think that their job is to make the Labour lefts 
fight on reformist politics. 

They are not set on building a vanguard party 
which will be tested in the mass struggle of the 
working class. They have turned their backs on nar 
Labour party workers. It became Increasingly clear 
to me that most of the WSL was taking Trade Union 
work less and less seriously. 

They were looking only to building new * Broad 
Lefts” with the Bennite Labour left. The majority 
leadership now talks of the Leyland Action Com- 
mittee as the way to build a Broad Left in the Motor 
Industry. No longer does |t talk of building a fighting 
rank and file movement. 

The Health workers’ dispute showed up the real 
character of the WSL's union work. The “Health 
Workers’ for the Full Claim’ was a complete fiop 
that tailed the ‘Broad Left’ officials in NUPE. It 
was @ first reluctant to organise for the Sheffield 
Health Workers’ Conference because it was scared of 
breaking with the officials and because the “‘sec- 
tarian’’ Workers’ Power was pushing for it. But this 
conference, however limited, represented an important 
step in organising the rank and file militants, 


The degeneration ot the WSL also became in- 
creasingly apparent during Thatcher's South Atlan- 
tic war. 

The Malvinas war took the WSL by surprise. 
When it first came into the news most comrades 
treated it as a joke. The WSL did not pass the test 
of this war. It condemned both sides and supported 
as series of articles calling for “self-determination” 
for the Kelpers. Since when do so-called communists 
not take sides against their own imperialist state 
and support the right of an oppressed state to carry 
out what | would call an anti-imperialist action? 

For many months the WSL was in crisis over a 
basic thing like supporting the fight against their own 
imperialist state. When a special conference was 
arranged after the war had finished it took a position 
by a small majority, of supporting Argentina. But it 
still condemned the Argentinian invasion. Since the 
British Forces re-took the Malvinas not one article 
has appeared calling for British Troops Out of the 
Malvinas. This wretched record shows that the WSL 
leaders don't want to say anything that would offend 
their soft ‘Hard Left” friends in the Labour Party. 
Reg Race wrote a number of articles for Socialist 
Organiser during the war. This “friend” was a man 
who called for economic sanctions against Argentina. 

The logic of this line has also led the WSL to 
hold back from supporting the struggle against Brit- 
ish imperialism in Ireland, This has been a thorn in 
my side ever since the fusion. The organisation has 
simply backed whatever John O'Mahony has chosen 
to write in Socialist Organiser. The statement on last 
year's London bombings came over more like a 
Daily Mirror front page than the statement of an 
organisation that claims to support the struggle of 
the Nationalists when they are fighting imperialism. 
O’Mahoney’s articles on the Loyalists didn‘tisound 
all that different to the views of supporters of the 


“Two Nations” theory. He calls for autonomy for 
four counties within a 32 county democratic Repub- 
lic, imagining the Protestant workers will join with 
the Catholic working class to secure this democratic 
solution. So taken is O'Mahoney with his new found 
“democratic” friends in the Labour Party that he 
has “forgotten” that the fears of the Loyalist wor- 
king class will only disappear when they are won to 
the fight for a 32 county workers’ republic which 
will guarantee the fullest possible rights to the antire 
working class. These articles convinced me that the 
WSL was going down the road of the Militant and 
writing off the National struggle altogether, | stand 
by the position that communists should give uncon- 
ditional but critical support to all anti-imperialist 
struggles. 

| recently re-read the documents of the 1975 
fusion between Workers Fight and Workers’ Power 
which created the I-CL. It was based on principled 
position on the Labour Party, Ireland and the 
Transitional Programme. Now this has all been 
changed. The Tra\sitional Programme |s being re 
placed with a Labourite democratic one. 

Serious WSL comrades who want to build a Rev- 
olutionary Communist Organisation should leave the 
WSL. It is becoming a small Right-Centrist group. 
On the present course it will end up looking like 
the Chartist group in London. They ended up as the 
core of London Labour Briefing! Unless there is a 
succesful fight to remove the WSL‘s misleaders then 
next year’s conference will be even smaller than the 
recent one. 

Comrades, if you are serious revolutionaries, you 
should split from the WSL and start to discuss with 
Workers’ Power. To my mind they are the only 
group that offers an alternative to the mistakes of 
the rest of the “Trotskyist” left.m 


by P. Reagan 





ON APRIL 17th we left the WSL after its 
conference voted by a comfortable majority 
to further liquidate itself into the Labour 
Left. After leaving we applied to join Wor- 
kers’ Power. We did this because during our 
struggle in the WSL, WP were the only organ- 
isation who offered a correct political analy- 
sis of what was happening inside the WSL. 
They were also the only coherent alternative 
to the WSL on the British Left. 


It was the Malvinas war that initially brought 
the politics of WP to our attention. Before that 
we had only heard of WP from Sean Matgam- 
na and Alan Thornett’s denunciations of them. 
They claimed that Workers’ Power were a 
bunch of “‘sectarians”’ and had little interest 
in the class struggle. Yet, for the duration of 
the Malvinas war the WSL held the same pos- 
ition and slogans as all of the arch “‘sectarians” 
the SWP, the Spartacists and the Militant. Wor- 
kers’ Power alone on the Trotskyist left, stood 
out for the basic Trotskyist principle of defen- 
ding an oppressed nation against an imperia- 
list aggressor. The IMG formally held a good 
position but they readily boycotted it in 
every Labour movement forum for the sake 
of building a broad peace movement, 

War has always been a make or break issue in- 
side the Labour movement. It has always been the 
acid test for those organisations claiming to stand 
for revolutionary internationalism. The Malvinas war 
broke us from the politics of the WSL leadership 
and made us take WP a lot more seriously. The even- 
tual fudged position passed by the WSL conference 
by a tiny minority showed us that there were no 
real forces capable of a thoroughgoing fight against 
opportunism existing inside the WSL leadership. We 
decided that it was necessary to fight that leader- 
ship. In the context of waging that fight we began 
to look at the positions of WP more closely, rather 
than take the opinions of Matgamna and Thornett 
as good coin, 

A question that WP repeatedly stressed was, how 
did the WSL come to have the wrong position on 
the Malvinas? Did it just fall from the sky or was it 
part of a continuous political process that was tak- 
ing place within the WSL under the Matgamna lead- 
ership? As can be seen from our documents, we came 
to agree with WP that the position came about be- 
cause of Matgamna’s project of liquidation into left 
labour reformism. If the overriding project was to 
build an organised alliance with the Bennites on 
their politics, then Trotskyism amounted to no- 
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thing more than a collection of outdated principles. 
By abandoning Lenin's theory of imperialism and 
Trotsky's theory and strategy of Permanent Revo- 
lution, as they apply to Argentina today, Matgamnes 
was clearly signalling to his hopec+for “left” allies 
that the differences between him and them were 
marginal. This goes for his positions on Benn, the 
witch-hunt, the workers’ government slogan, wor- 
kers’ democracy and Ireland. 

In their paper, particularly in the Open Letter 
to the WSL in WP July 1982, WP urged 4 fight 
against Matgamna not just on the Malvinas, but on 
this whole range of issues all directed at attacking 
his fundamental perspectives with regard to the 
Labour Party. While we committed ourselves to 
such a fight on the basis of agreed criticisms of 
Matgamna, however, the question that remained was, 
what were we fighting for? Here again it was neces- 
sary to look at the positive content of WP's politics, 
and practice. WP always argued that it was a fight- 
ing propaganda group. We were initially suspicious 
that a fighting propaganda group equalled a passive 
attitude to the class struggle. Did it mean that WP 


simply produced theory and waited until its work 
was finished in this field before becoming active in 
the class struggle? Did it mean that WP oriented ex- 
clusively to attacking left groups? In the event we 
became convinced that neither of these distorted 
versions of the fighting propaganda group (portrayed 
as the only versions inside the WSL by John Lister 
in his pamphlet “Spartacist Truth Kit’’) applied to 
WP. They convinced us by their propaganda and 
their “fighting” that their perspective was not only 
correct but absolutely nacessary for Trotskyists 

in the present period, 

The positions that WP developed on Stelinism 
and the Fourth International showed up the chronic 
programmatic disarray of what we had previously 
termed “The World Trotskyist Movement’. They 
raised and answered the fundamental questions that 
had caused splits and chaos amongst Trotskyists, 
questions that this “movement” had either answered 
wrongly or avoided altogether. They showed the 
political roots of this chaos. WP's stress on the need 
for a re-elaborated programme that embodies the 
method, doctrine and all of the key elements of 





Trotsky’s Transitional Programme while developing 
it, re-focussing it and answering new problems, 
pointed to the way to overcome the political dis- 
array that exists. Furthermore, WP's propaganda on 
more immediate issues of the class struggle - the 
Malvinas, Ireland, the Labour Party, strikes over 
the last period etc. - showed that they were not ab- 
stract propagandists. Their material was focussed on 
burning issues and aimed to give communist answers. 

The doubt about WP's ability (or even willing 
ness, given what we had been told about them) to 
intervene in the class struggle, was dispelled by their 
work around the health strike. While the WSL set 
off on the old course of building a “front” rank 
and file body - Health Workers for the Full Claim - 
WP supporters inside and outside the NHS threw 
themselves into 2 struggle to unite the emerging 
stewards movement in a genuine rank and file organ- 
isation. They were responsible for calling, organis- 
ing, and mobilising for the October Sheffield Stew- 
ards’ Conference, which brought together 150 mili- 
tants and provided the only real focus of opposition 
in the strike to the TUC sell-out merchants. WP 
did not devote so much energy to visiting hospitals, 
making contacts, supporting picket lines and mabili- 
sing support for the conference so that they could 
score points against the left, and the WSL in par- 
ticular. That is both laughable and a gross slur on 
them. They did it because they wanted to win the 
strike and had a clear strategy for doing so. They 
showed that even 8 smal| group of communist mili- 
tants can take steps to organise the rank and file. 

It showed us that WP were serious about an active 
intervention in the class struggle and on politics 
that were 100 times clearer and more correct than 
those of the WSL. 

Over the years the WSL has deluded itself more 
and more, From its simplistic view of workers’ mili- 
tancy through to its pretentions to be a mass force 
in British pooitics, the WSL has followed a wrong 
path. The result is not something that we are plea- 
sed about. The WSL has consistently lost members 
despite a fusion that supposedly “doubled” its size. 
it’s turnover of members has been high. It has not 
trained its cadres and as a result it has demoralised 
them. It has ended up with a small conference 
voting for the politics of the old I-CL lock stock 
and barrel. We think that this merely heralds new 
crises and splits in its ranks. That is why we say to 
all of those left in the WSL who do want to build 
a revolutionary Trotskyist party in Britain and in- 
ternationally - do not believe Matgamna’s lies that 
there is no alternative; examine the politics and 
practice of WP; put aside prejudices and Jet politics 
decide. You will find that there is a revolutionary 
alternative to the WSL's centrism.@ 


by 3. Layton and P. Philby 





NOTHING NEW FROM THORNETT 


THE LEADERS OF the ‘old WSL’ are in 
complete disarray. They fought hard to sell 
the fusion with Matgamna to their members. 
They went along with Matgamna’s strategic 
ofientation to the Labour Party with all that 
this entailed - calling a ‘democratically 
accountable’ Labour Government a ‘workers 
government’, dropping all criticism of Benn 
and the project of the WSL sponsored 
Socialist Organiser . They themselves went 
along with the WSL’s initial response to the 
Malvinas war. One of their number, John 
Lister, co-authored the ‘‘self-determination 
for the Kelpers line”. They only fought for 
a partial change of line after the war was 
over. And they have been complicit in ensur- 
ing that this change of line never saw the 
light of day. 


In essence they conceded to every major 
element of Matgamnaism. This is hardly 
surprising. The old WSL viewed itself as a 
mini-mass party waiting in the wings for a 
predicted imminent ‘1968 type’ explosion of 
class struggle. With the failure of this perspec 
tive, to materialise the WSL stagnated and 
became divided. Spartacist raiders carried off 
its sectarian ‘left’ elements. A distinct right 
wing crystallised that held positions very 
similar to those of Matgamna’s. In what was 
fo more than an episode the WSL leaders 
Proposed a fusion with Workers Power but 
balked at a serious programmatic and tactical 
exploration of the basis of such a fusion. 
Eventually the organisation, with its perspec- 
tives and expectations in tatters, collapsed 
into the fusion with Matgamna. 


For over a year they put up no resistance to 
Matgamna stamping the new WSL with all the 
fundamentals of his polities. Thornett, Richardson 
and Lister sat like the three wise monkeys - they 
saw and heard no ‘revisionism’ and let Matgamna 
do all the ‘revisionist’ talking. No wonder that 
large numbers of ex-WSL members expressed their 
hastility to Matgamna and their disillusionment 
with Thornett either by leaving the organisation 
altogether or by joining the Internationalist 
Tendency. The 1983 conference voting showed 
that Thornett could only guarantee around 40 cast 
iron loyalty votes. 

With Matgamna moving to consign the old 
Oxford trio to the function of a harmless “orthodox” 
gargoyle on his ‘Bennite’ broad church, with at 
least a third of their erstwhile followers in revolt 


and with all the TILC sections save one pleading 
with them to fight, they belatedly and ineffectual- 
ly moved into action. 

So thoroughly compromised were they, so utter 
ly unused to self-criticism or re-assessment were 
they that their room for manoeuvre was virtually 
nil. Their documents for conference and their 
polemical contribution to Socialist Organiser show 
that their ‘orthodoxy’ allows them to forget 
nothing; neither does it allow them to learn anything. 

Not only are they trying to revive the old 
perspective and method that cost them so dear 
last time. They also have no raal alternative to the 
trail of liquidationism that the new WSL has been 
blazing. 

Repeatedly these old-timers show that they are 
blind to the defeats and losses that the workers 
mavement - at every level - has suffered under 
Thatcher. In an editorial that smacked of their line, 
one of the rare issues of the WSL journal (No.2 
Sept 1982) declared,“Support for the health 
workers ...has reached levels of solidarity not seen 
since 1972 or 1926...The union conferences have 
generally shown a shift to the left...A new genera: 
tion of broad lefts in tha unions continues to 
multiply...more left wing, more activist, less bureau- 
cratic... The voltage (of class struggle WP) is very 
high, but the existing leadership is maintaining 
crucial breaks in the circuit through which the 
current of class struggle could flow.” 

The defeats suffered by the working class - in 
Leyland, in the Health and in the mines - are put 
down simply to the treachery of Trade Union 
leaders in pulling the plug on a massive charge of 
militancy amongst rank and file workers. But this 
begs the question of why the traitors get away 
with it in some circumstances and not in others. 

In 1972 the leaders were no less Inclined to 
treachery, to put it mildly. Yet again and again the 
rank and file forced them to fight and pushed more 
militant leaders to the fore. The ‘revolutionary left’ 
grew in numbers. Now events such as the two 
ballots in the mines or the sacking of Alan 
Thornett last year, reflect a profound crisis of 
direction and confidence at every level of the 
workers movement. The rank and file is not ever- 
ready and raring to bite Thatcher's head off the 
moment the right leadership is assembled and in 
position to issue the call. 

But this is precisely what Thornett and those 
whe think like him continue to argue. For example, 
WSR No 3 contains the statement that “Throughout 
tha period of this government, the combativity and 
militaney of the working class has been sufficient 
to defeat the government, had leadership bean 
given.” On the March miners’ ballot Thornett has 
stuck to his guns in placing the entire responsibility 
for the result on Scargill’s action in calling a ballot, 
a position backed by Tony Richards in his reply to 


John Mellroy in Socialist Organiser,““The move was 
catastrophic, By killing the strike wave stone dead, 
and conceding everything to the right wing, it 
ended any chance of winning the vote.’"(24.3.83) 
If Scargill had called the miners out, Richards and 
Thornett argue, then the road would have been 
open for the defeat of the Tory government as it 
would have been in s whole series of previous 
disputes under the Tories."“As with the steelworkers 
the BL workers, train drivers, and hospital workers.- 
This was a struggle that could have been won out 
but for the serious unresolved crisis of leadership 
which drags the working class at every stage.”(SO 
10.3.83) 

How does this view square with the fact that 
Thornett himself successfully resisted victimisation 
in 1974 but was sacked in 1982? Doesn't this hint 
at a changed situation at rank and file level? Not at 
all, according to Richards and Thornett. It can all 
be explained by the fact that management refused 
to recognise Alan Thornett’s credentials that the 
union leaders betrayed this struggle and as a result 
he became isolated and unknown in the plant. 
“Whan the sacond victimisation of Thornett took 
place, a particularily weakened workforce was called 
upon to engage in an indefinite strike to defend 
someone they knew only by slanted media 
coverage.” (Tony Richards SO 24,3.83) 

The reality of the impact of a severe slump and 
the pugnacity of their employers and the govern- 
ment on the rank and file is far more complex than 
this revamped perspective of the old WSL. Of 
course the leaders have betrayed and stabbed all 
the major struggles In the back. But the impact of 
the legacy of defeats, the threat of unemployment 
and the spinelessness of the leaders has led to a 
very real decline in confidence amongst organised 
workers and militants. The Cowley strike and the 
health dispute show the enormous reservoirs of 
working class anger that have been building up 
against the Tories. That anger and a whole series of 
struggles show that the Tories have not yet 
succeeded in inflicting a qualitative defeat on the 
organised working class. But the old WSLers remain 
as blind as ever to the fact that the “crisis of 
leadership” manifests itself as a crisis of direction on 
the shop floor and amongst the layer of militants 
and stewards who have neither the political nor 
organisational weight to prevent sell-outs and 
retreats. 

Unlike the Matgamnaites we don’t take this fact 
as @ license to wallow in the wards and Conferences 
of the Labour Party for the forseeable future. The 
crisis is both a political and an organisational one. 
Politically it lies in an inability of the militant shop 
stewards of the 1970s to transcend the traditional 
combination of highly sectional economic militancy 
inside the workplace and the passive politics of left 
Labourism or Stalinism. Organisationally it was 


expressed in trade union routinism and complacency 
about the state of shop floor organisation. 

From the mid-seventies when it was a Labour 
government that set out to weaken and incorporate 
work place organisation, resistance necessitated 
both a political and an organisational advance in 
the part of militants. It meant recovering and re 
using many of the methods of revolutionary 
communist trade unlon work neglected since the 
1920s. It meant the development of the existing 


_dtewards organisations into more democratic and 


accountable bodies. It meant shop meetings, mass 
meetings, democratic shop and factory bulletins or 
newspapers to counter the lying propaganda of the 
media. It meant that we fight to assemble a rank 
and file movement of the minority of militants who 
want to fight the bosses and the Trade union 
jeaders while bringing the bulk of workers behind 
them. And it meant independent communist work 
through bulletins and interventions at branches and 
mass meetings to produce communist propaganda 
to win workers to our case. 

The price of not doing this and of not advanc 
ing was to retreat, There was no question of stand- 
ing still. Now militants have to revive much that 
already existed in the early 70s. The SWP ides that 
it can simply be created as it was, piecemeal and 
over ‘little things‘is nonsense - but so is the old 
WSL view that denunciatory propaganda against 
the ‘leaders’ betrayals’ will open workers’ eyes to 
the ‘Alternative leadership’. 

The old WSL never agreed with this perspec- 
tive. At Cowley they fought shy of producing their 
own communist bulletins or holding mass meetings 
that they thought they would not win. Instead the 
logic of their entire method has been to attempt to 
take those positions in the workers’ organisations 
from which the new leadership could be proclaimed 
and demonstrated to the workers. As Tony Richard 
out it in his reply to Mcllroy,“We cannot hopa to 
reach the mass of workors individually with propa- 
ganda that will raise their consciousness. We can 
only hope to raise a fight through the organised 
labour movement for the construction of a new, 
revolutionary leadership, and, by involving ourselves 
in the process of tha struggles that emerge, to make 
workers aware of the role of leadership. That is 
why we need to build a revolutionary party.” (SO 
7.4.83) 

Another refrain of the old WSL leaders is that 
the Matgamnaites have given up the struggle for 
transitional demands. This is largely true. Matgamna 
sees transitional demands as ‘‘class-wide’’ solutions te 
be advocated as the programme of a Labour govern- 
ment - though at the moment he seems to prefer 
‘conference policies’. But what Thornett sees as 
‘the fight for transitional demands’ is the adoption 
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WHAT FOLLOWS IS a critique of and alter- 
native to, the current leadership's antire pol- 
itical strategy. We present it as a factional 
platform. We no longer accept that any sec- 
tion of the present leaders (either from the 
old WSL or from the I-CL) are capable of 
regenerating and re-directing the WSL ina 
revolutionary way. We therefore present our 
document as the basis of an alternative 
orientation for the WSL. We will fight to get 
conference to adopt this document, purge the 
current misleaders, and elect a new leadership 
committed to implementing the proposals we 
are making. 


At the time of fusion many of us enter- 
tained the hope that the unity of the WSL 
and the I-CL would strengthen the revolution- 


ary left in this country. This has not happened. 


In fact we have lost members and are failing 
to build the WSL as a strong, independent 
revolutionary organisation. 

These failures cannot be put down to a lack of 
effort. Our criticisms are not directed at the enthus- 
iastic efforts that comrades made to build our in- 
fluence. |t is the politics we are building on that 
is crippling us numerically and politically. They are 
the liquidationist politics developed by the old I-CL 
leaders against which the the old WSL leaders have 
had no alternative. They deliberately blur the lines 
of demarcation between ourselves and left refor- 
mism. We now recognise that the fusion of the WSL 
and |-CL was based on these wrong politics, Because 
these aspects of the fusion were never debated out 
and were obscured by other (in fact less important 
and still unresolved) differences, we can now see 
that the fusion was an unprincipled one, It paved the 
way for the present situation. 

The organisation was founded on a programme 
marked by an adaptationist orientation to the Lab- 
our Party and the Labour lefts in particular. This 
was not immediately clear to us. lt took the Mal- 
vinas war and the leadership's line on it- especially 
the positions put forward by the key ideologue of 
the WSL's right wing drift, Matgamna - to raveal to 
us the extent of the organisation's errors on that 
question. 


THE MALVINAS 


The Matgamna leadership's attitude to the Mal- 
vinas issue was a consistent social pacifist one. It 
was in no sense a Leninist, International one. The 
Most refined version of their position in 1B No.18 
States that the war was reactionary on both sides and 
that for Marxists the key issue is s “democratic” 
one - namely, defending the Falkland Islanders’ 
right to self determination. Point 5 of their reso- 
lution states: ‘support for the right of the Falk- 
land Islanders - a distinct historical, ethnic, linguis- 
tic, economic and geographic community 400 miles 
from Argentina - to determine their own future is 
axiomatic for Leninists.... The Falklanders’ right to 
self determination cannot be invalidated by a desire 
by them to adhere to the now imperialist state that 
spawned the Falklands community.” (p.2) 

Despite this stalwart defence of tha community, 
however, they conclude, somewhat contradictorily: 
“support for the Falklanders’ rights plainly does not 
necessarily mean any support for military action to 
enforce these rights. In the actual situation, with 
Britain an imporialist power, we rejected and oppo- 
sed the British military action,” (p.2) 

No doubt Matgamna would have preferred an 
economic blockade like Benn, Militant and, unfor- 
tunately the Class Fighter comrades who voted for 
one at last year's LPYS conference. 

Matgamna’‘s position recognises the right to self- 
determination for a tiny settler population and mig- 
rant labour force that is neither politically nor (des- 
pite Matgamna’s false assertion) economically dis- 
tant or independent. In case Matgamna did not 
know, the islands are owned by a British firm. Their 
adherence to British imperialism has enabled Britain 
to build a fortress Falklands to police Argentina’s 
waters and the South Atlantic. Why will Matgamna 
not support military action to enforce the right he 
purports to defend? If that right is threatened by 
military force, then only military force can defend 
it. The comrades have an untenable position. If it 
were logically pursued then it would lead them to 
Militant's view that a Labour government (with 
socialist policies, mind) is needed to pursue a wor- 
king class war against Argentina. Of course the 
comrades draw back from this and retreat into the 
social pacifism displayed by Benn, Race and Co. 
Their position, like SO's, was untenable. No matter, 
they held it and therefore so must SO and the WSL. 
If the price for maintaining this rotten blac is the 
abandonment of a few old principles then it is 
worth paying. Out went Trotsky’s position of defen- 
ce of semi-colonias against imperialism (Mexico/ 
Brazil). Indeed the whole notion of semi-colonies, 
Lenin‘s theory of imperialism and ultimately Trot: 
sky's thoory of Permanent Revolution were reduced 
to historical curiosities by Matgamna. 

If these theories are outdated, as some of Mat- 
gamna's less sophisticated followers claim in their 
bid to prove their opponents are mere dogmatists, 
then please show us the proof. Produce the docu- 
ments to refute these theories, This does not mean 
producing statistics to prove that Argentina is a 
comparatively rich semi-colony. Prove that it is not 
a seml-colony. 

The Malvinas debate also showed up the real 
character of the internal regime of the new WSL. So 
desperate was the leadership to conceal the eventual 
change of line from its Bennite allies, that it suppre- 
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ssed debate on the subject. It criticised the very 
idea of holding a conference to resolve the issue. 
Open debate is anathema to those who have set 
course on a liquidationist project. It gets in their way. 

Not only was the:discussion abruptly and bureau- 
eratically stopped, but the change of line barely saw 
the light of day. $0 never mentioned it. A supple- 
ment to WSR No.2 (8 pages hardly attracting a 
mass readership at a price of 40p.) was produced 
but many members, let alone the public, never saw 
it. [t was hardly sold at all. Matgamna obviously did 
not want to upset any of his hoped for left refor- 
mist allies. After all, Reg Race had already vowed 
never to grace an IMG platform again after Brian 
Grogan was forced to reveal that the IMG was Ar- 
gentine defencist. Heaven forbid that fearless Reg 
should take the same oath in relation to us! 

Unfortunately, through the whole Malvinas epi- 
sode, the old WSL leadership did not provide the 
ecessary challenge to Matgamna's social pacifism. 
They moved to a position of defence of Argentina 
far too late, their final position- which does not 
recognise Argentina‘s right to the Malvinas - is still 
short of revolutionary internationalism, and since 
the defeat of Matgamna’s position they have failed 
to wage an unremitting struggle for SO to carry the 
new line. 

Internationally, the leadership obstructed a pro- 
per discussion of the issue taking place within the 
TILC, This reached a disgraceful climax at the 
summer school. The school was announced as a 
WSL. not a TILG, school. Therefore the internat 
ional delegates who had travelled hundreds or thou- 
sands of miles to take part in a vital discussion, 
were offered five minutes apiece to make a stato- 
ment. At precisely tha time we needed international 
help to counter the nationalist pressures being ex- 
erted on us, Matgamna, Lister and Thornett a// un- 
ited to prevent open debate. In our view this con- 
firms the nationalist outlook and orientation of the 
leadership. Matgamna‘s attitude towards the TILC 
(and the RWL in’ particular) in his “withdrawn” 
document in (B 35 js @ graphic illustration of this 
national centredness. He begins by announcing that 
everything Is up in the TILC: “TILC is, barring 
some unlikely miracle, already effectively split.” 
The “sectarian” wing (the RWL and LOR) cannot be 
reconciled with the non-sectarians - ie. Matgamna. 
This split document then goes on, using all the meth- 
ods of innuendo, factional sleight of hand and down- 
right falsehoods that Matgamna is past master of, to 
accuse the Internationalist Tendency (iT) of being an 
RWL controlled tendency. Matgamna comes clean 
as the defender of the WSL against the “interfer: 
ence”’ of a “foreign power” and its supposed agents. 
The document shows him as a narrow nationalist 
and it reveals the bankruptcy of those who stil! tol- 
erate him in the leadership of the WSL, Its conclu- 
sions - IT is in fact RWL, RWL is not in WSL, there- 
fore, expel the IT’ rayeal him as a bureaucratic fac- 
tionalist intent.on destroying TILC, which he has 
never forgiven since it proved a thorn in his side dur- 
ing the Malvinas war. 


PERMANENT REVOLUTION AND THE 
DEMOCRATIC PROGRAMME 


The Malvinas war also exposed Matgamna’s appe- 
tite for revising fundamental aspects of the Marxist 
Programme. He is doing so in order to render the 
Marxist programme harmless and no longer a barrier 
to much sought after left reformist allies. This is 
clear in relation to Ireland and the Middle East. 
Matgamna has only hinted at his positlon on the 
Zionist State and Palestine. His attempt to prevent 
the SO delegate meeting last Autumn from recog- 
nising self-determination for the Palestinians was an 
ominous sign. Self determination it seams, Is alright 
for 1,800 Kelpers on some rocks in the South Atlan- 
tic, but not for million of Palestinians kicked out 
of their homeland by the imperialists and kept out 
by the Zionist state. 

On Ireland, the Matgamnaites have been more ax- 
plicit. In SO articles on the protestant working class 
have codified their abandonment of Permanent 
Revolution. 

Tha programme of Permanent Revolution for 
Ireland neither means ignoring the protestant wor- 
king class, nor seeing the national struggle as separ: 
ate and distinct stage which must be completed be- 
fore working class unity can be achieved. It means 
recognising the existence of a national question in 
Ireland as a cardinal question that requires a class 
answer, as against a nationalist answer. Permanent 
Revolution in Ireland would mean a struggle to drive 
out the British troops and smash the sectarian state 
by mobilising the working class on both sides of the 
border. It would mean fighting for the working class 
to lead the national struggle in a socialist direction. 
In this struggle the Orange State will inevitably mob- 
ilise the Protestant working class to its advantage. 
Our strategy must be to show that the protestants 
have nothing to fear from a working class united 
Ireland. However, we cannot compromise with them 
on our goal of smashing the Orange State and es- 
tablishing a socialist united Ireland. in the course of 
this struggle, revolutionaries would defend all of the 
Partial interests of the whole working class (wages, 
jobs, rights etc.). Along this road of probably quite 
bitter struggle, there is the hope that the protestant 
workers can be broken from the protestant state. 
This history of the twentieth century shows that 
such a dramatic rupture, a dialectical leap, will be 
the only way the protestant workers will be won to 
the cause of revolution .and a socialist united, Ire 
land. 

Against this perspective, Matgamna, despairing 
of the Republican-led solution he once thought 
possible and unable to provide a proletarian answer, 















ae 





The Proposed 


Internationalist 
in the WSL 


reshapes his programme with plunder from the pro- 
gramme of left reformism and the camp of the two 
nationists. He now advances a democratic solution 

in the vain hope that the protestant workers can be 
wooed away, rather than broken from, the state 
they identify with and its imperialist overlord. Thus, 
in place of the call for a socialist united Ireland, it 
has been argued in SO that: ‘ Now, when the Tories 
propose new, foredoomed and very dangerous tin- 
kering with the artificial and undemocratic Six Coun- 
ty State, is the time to raise the whole question of 
an independent and united federal ireland. This is 
the only fundamental solution to the tragic mess 
that successive British governments, Labour and Tory 
alike have made and continue to make in Northern 
Ireland.” (SO 15/5/82). 

No mention of a ‘workers’ republic” or of soc- 
jalism as the only fundamental solution. This pas- 
ition has since been made even more explicit by the 
comrade. In the recent series on the protestants, 
the comrade advanced the above strategy with the 
following justification: “If we do not have a demo- 
cratic programme, then we rise no higher than the 
miserable partitionist Southern Irish bourgeoisie...We 
must instead be consistent democrats.” (SO 3/2/83). 

Lenin’s enforced ‘‘legal’ euphemism for the il!- 
egal Bolsheviks before the First World War is, indeed 
rendered more profound. {t is given a pure and 
simple democratic meaning. 

This position on Ireland is not wrong because it 
expresses a concern for the protestant working 
class. We share that concern. It Is wrong because 
it purports te win them ‘by advancing a purely demo- 
cratic programme. Matgamna can do this with good 
conscience having de facto junked Lenin’s theory of 
Imperialism and Trotsky's theory of Permanent 
Revolution during the Malvinas war. We will not 
give up these theoretical gains so lightly. We re- 
assert that only the struggle for a socialist united 
Ireland will resolve the national question in the 
North and break forever the Orange sectarianism of 
the Protestant question jn the North. 


THE W.S.L.s LIQUIDATION INTO 
SOCIAL DEMOCRACY 


At the root of all the current leadership's errors 
is 8 liquidationist approach to social democracy. The 
foremost exponent of this orientation is undoubtedly 
Matgamna, however he is not alone. The comrades 
of the old WSL leadership accepted his positions on 
social democracy at the time of the fusion, The or- 
ganisation was - we would now racognise - specifi- 
cally founded on this liquidationist basis, 


THE WORKERS’ GOVERNMENT 


The new WSL was founded on a revisionist and 
centrist distortion of the Workers’ Government slo- 
gan. The position contained in tha fusion document 
was based on the articles produced in Workers’ Ac- 
tion on the slogan. These articles were themselves 
8 rightist revision of the old I-CL's use of the slo- 
gan in its manifesto “The Struggle for Workers’ 
Power.” The fusion document showed that the old 
WSL leaders had abandoned the position on the 
Workers’ Government outlined in the Socialist Press 
polemics against the Workers’ Action articles. It 
declared: “The Brighton/Blackpool/Wambley decis- 
ions to control MPs and ta give the majority of 
votes on who shall be Prime Minister if Labour has 
a majority to the CLPs and trade unions could opan 
the way to a new kind of Labour Government - 3 
workers’ government, instead of the government of 
the trade union party which merely administers cap- 
italism according to capitalism's own laws, a Labour 
fovernmant potentially accountable to sections of 
the organised working class. The extent of that acc- 
ountability would depend on the extent of indepen- 
dent class mobilisation and organisation.” (Fusion 
Platform p.19). 

This formulation on the Workers’ Government - 
the old |-CL‘s formulation, accepted lock, stock and 
barrel by the old WSL leaders - sums up the organi- 
sation’s wrong attitude to social democracy. Social 
democracy mildly democratised becomes the form 
of workers’ government that we have been reduced to 
Preparing for. The electoral college and the reselac- 
tion process are put forward as the means of making 
@ government potentially accountable. And the out- 


come we fight for is to be a left Labour government 
accountable to the CLPs who, hopefully, will be 
crowded out with workers. Gone are the clear quide- 
lines of the revolutionary Comintern for the wor- 
kets’ governments that communists fight for. Gone 
are the key organs of struggle that we call for a wor- 
kers’ government to be responsible to - workers’ 
councils/soviets and workers’ militia. These organs 
are called for separately from our call for a wor- 
kers' government. The tasks allotted to this govern- 
ment by SO are vague and general, It will be “anti- 
capitalist". It will, to an extent, dismantle the power 
of the bourgecisie etc. etc. Compare this vagueness 
with the Comintern’s prescription for what the im- 
mediate tasks of a workers’ government would be: 
“The most elementary tasks of a workers’ govern- 
mont must be to arm the proletariat, disarm the 
bourgeois counter-revolutionary organisations, bring 
in control over production, shift the main burden of 
taxation onto the propertied classes and break the 
resistance of the counter revolutionary bourgeoisie, 

Such a workers’ government is possible only if 
it is born out of the struggle of the masses and is 
supported by combative workers’ organisations for- 
med by the most oppressed sections of workers at 
grass roots level," 

In posing the workers’ government (read, left 
Labour government accountable to the Labour Party) 
as an inevitable stage, we have robbed it of its tac- 
tical value as a slogan and built it as a strategic 
goal into our own programme. This error has paved 
the way for further liquidation. Given the recent 
victories of the right, a Labour government elected 
in the immediate future would not ba the workers’ 
government hoped for and called for by SO. This 
change of perspective has not led us to question 
our use of the slogan, but to drop even that slogan 
in favour, simply of a call for a Labour government 
pledged to Labour conference policies. This is pre- 
cisely what we have argued for in the Socialists for 
a Labour Victory (SLV) campaign, We have not 
addressed demands to a future government on the 
basis of workers’ needs, but on tha basis of what 
the LP conference has decided | 

50's liquidationism is now complete, as it now 
vies with the SL to limit this campaign to Labour's 
policies and assures the fake “lefts” that their re- 
formist programme is “socialist'’ and the adequate 
basis of a campaign against the Tories. Little wonder 
that this position leads to the sort of electoralism 
displayed on the front page of SO No. 122. In an 
article signed by three peopla(!) the type of elec- 
toral campaign advanced was limited to Pursuing 
CND, producing leaflets and the launch of an “anti- 
Tory crusade” modelled on the ANL. But what 
action such a crusade is to take te fight the Tories 
is far from clear, Certainly there was no mention of 
the need to fight the Tories and the Labour right 
through the mobilisation of the working class in dir- 
ect action against the bosses and the Tories, the 
organisation of councils of action, the spreading of 
strikes etc. 


SOCIALIST ORGANISER 


The paper was launched as a monthly campaign- 
ing paper of the broad electoral campaign, the SCLV. 
Despite its pretence at being broad, it is now the 
only regularly appearing publication supported by 
the WSL - while retaining the diluted politics of the 
broad front period. When it went fortnightly, Mat- 
gamna described it as a non-sectarian paper with a 
roughly adequate, but not scientific, programme. In 
fact the paper, the voice of the WSL supporters 
in the labour movement, is opportunist in relation to 
the left labourites, the women’s movement , the 
peace movement ete. 

The paper declared that we were all “Bennites” 
during the Benn campaign. It was uncritical of Benn‘s 
deputy leadership bid - the politics it was conducted 
on and the way in which the campaign was fought. 
Our support was as uncritical as it was unconditional, 
We were silent following Benn's demobilisation of 
the democracy movement after the Bishop's Stort- 
ford deal; silent even when the Labour Herald criti- 
cised Benn and Co. He committed a major act of 
sabotage at this meeting, He paved the way to the 
right’s victories and the present witch-hunt. Yet we 
have not uttered 4 world of eriticism of him for 
this, Indeed, in a sense we could not because our 
conception of the democracy movement and our 


Platform for the 
Tendency 


strategy for it, were not independent of Benn. We 
favoured not a united front and the raising of a 

clear revolutionary voice, but a “broad based" move- 
ment of tha left on the same model as the RFMC. 
To criticise Benn and advance an independent soc- 
ialist programme would have upset this project. These 
are not “non-sectarian” politics in relation to Benn 
and the lefts. They are the op;ortunist politics of an 
irrelevant ginger group. 

To maintain a figteaf for its opportunism, SO 
regularly opens its pages to an assortment of non- 
revolutionary elements, No bad thing in and of it- 
self, but for SO these elements actually become 
spokespeople, for they are not criticised, added to, 
corrected. Their views are simply presented, — 

In the week following the Labour conference and 
the jaunch of the witch-hunt, the response of SO 
was given in a front page article by the left-reformist 
Tatchell. Why no comment from the WSL or one of 
the leading writers of the paper? The regular opening 
up of the paper in this way gives it a protective 
cover - protection, that is, from those like ourselves, 
who demand that it be an open revolutionary paper. 

Of course there is, in reality, one distinctive 
body of opinion in the pages of SO. It is contained 
in the voluminous outpourings of one John O'Mah- 
oney.His series on Ireland, Socialism and Democracy 
ete., are the means by which the paper's liquidat- 
ionism and opportunism are rationalised and ideo- 
logically justified. The series on democracy - an 
elaborate attempt to prove that bourgeois and wor- 
kers' democracy are compatible - was a classic in 
this respect. His front page lead on the Chelsea 
bombings presented as the paper's editorial proved 
both that the paper is O’Mahoney’s property and 
that the WSL itself has no public and accountable 
voice, 

All in all the features of the paper that we have 
delineated, reveal jt to be a cantrist paper. It is 
neither a Marxist paper adapted to Labour Party 
conditions, nor a genuine left-reformist paper with a 
combined reformist and revolutionary following. 


MUNICIPAL CRETINISM 


In tandam with the liquidation of our organisa- 
tion into left-social democracy, we have now a gaggle 
of Labour councillors. By installing ourselves in the 
democracy caucuses and committees and befriend- 
ing the local grass roots lefts, we have been able to 
tise to councillordam. 

Im these caucuses, in particular in the shrivelled 
wards and GMC's of London, we have been able to 
oust the right and secure their council seats (ag. 
{slington.) 

However we have not done this on a revalution- 
ary programme, but on the election manifesto of 
the local Labour Party. We have not presented our- 
selves as revolutionary opponents of capitalism, but 
as good lefts who can manage local affairs better 
than the right wing of the SDP. 

In the light of this the criticisms we level at 
Livingstone et al over rate rises are formal, shallow, 
and dishonest. Given that we did not do anything 
in Islington te mobilise direct working class action 
unti] we wanted to Town Hall unions to support 
rate rises (1) we were in no position to oppose rate 
rises when faced with a central government attack. 
Our emphasis like Tatchell's and other reformists’ 
was on caring for the community not on mobilising 
the base. No wonder then that when it came down 
to it one of our leading councillors in Islington en- 
ded up managing capitalism in the same way that 
he had criticised Livingstone for doing. He voted 
against an already negotiated pay rise for nursery 
workers in the Labour policy group, has since voted 
for rate rises and accepted his responsibility as whip 
to force this anti-working class discipline on fellow 
Labour councillors. 

Against this local government policy we counter- 
pose devoting nine-tenths of our efforts to mobi- 
lising the base against cuts, rent rises and rate rises. 
Mobilise the unions, the workplace, the LP members, 
council tenants ete., in action councils to stop all 
cuts, rate and rent rises through direct action. We 
must demand that a Labour Council carry out such 
a policy and would support lefts who implemented 
it, while fighting to oust right wingers who won't 
support such policies. 

Revolutionaries would only stand as councillors 
on a clear action programme to fight the Tories to 


the end, up to and including a clash with the law, 
Our councillors can claim no such mandate. 

SO's record is one of dishonest and disloyal 
criticism of the reformists and a failure to raise our 
own programme and mobilise the working class 
independently of the reformists. 


THE WITCH HUNT 


Our response to the witch-hunt was wrong all 
along. We failed to fight uncompromisingly for a 
united front on : No Ragistration - No Expulsions - 
No Withdrawal of Democratically Selected Candi- 
dates. These policies were not optional. They an- 
swered every line of attack from the right. It was 
necessary to fight to defeat the weapons of the 
right as well as the use of these weapons. We should 


given that they happen once avery 4 or 5 years 

not the primary focus - for revolutionary activity. 

It can be said dogmatically that in the factories, 
workplaces and the estates a really revolutionary 
tendency could compete with the LP for active mem- 
bers. The LP does not have any honourable record 

in these fields. 

Matgamna is trying to seare people. He is saying 
that we must stay in the LP at all costs and that 
outside there is nothing but a sectarian wilderness. 
Look at the SWP, that proves the case/ But com- 
rades, the SWP are in crisis because of their centrist 
syndicalist politics. Besides, we are not immune 
from crisis in our ranks and a loss of members. 
The truth is that Matgamna uses the SWP as a cover 
for attacking all of those who oppose his positions. 
He has, like Healy and Pablo before him, turned 
the tactic of entryism into a strategy to build a left 
propaganda bloc encompassing the Bennites, not a 
revolutionary tendency. 

To this end he is prepared to liquidate further. 
in IB 21 one of his key supporters proposes sin- 
king into the mire of Briefing groups or selling 
Tribune. SO has now become the main campaigner 
for the formation of Briefing groups. Matgamna 
applauds and coyly suggests :“In general they (the 
marxists) must create alternative means of contin- 
uing their work. This would obviously be a transition- 
al phase of our work. At a certain point, after the 
election perhaps, we would have to assess where we 
are at and perhaps rationalise publications.” 

In which case SO’s fate might well turn out to 
be the same as Workers’ Action's. This liquidation- 
ism has cost the WSL dear. We have lost members, 
making the active core of the fused group small as 
the claimed membership of each of the two groups 
at the time of fusion - we have had repeatedly 
pathetic turnouts for national events. Our branches 
and meetings take on more and more the loose 
character of social democratic meetings. Our dis- 
cipline is dire. Our finances are in a ruinous state. 
We are witnessing a de facto liquidation into the 
Labour left. This is a practical consequence of the 
leadership's theoratical liquidation, 

A dramatic turn is necessary. This must include 
a public self-criticism and a rallying of the revo- 


have called on every force, paper and figure, including lutionary elements of the membership against the 


Benn, on the left, to unite and fight. 

Instead we accepted that Bann was not going to 
wage a serious fight and did not eriticise him at ail. 
We refused to criticise the Militant’s bureaucratic, 
big rally style of campaign (though we criticled 
their use of the courts). In the more manageable 
arena of the LAW, we blocked with the IMG to op- 
pose committing the campaign to defiance of the 
register, This was despite the fact that we fought 
against registration in the CLPD. In that forum we 
could safely pose as the outside left. Not so in the 
LAW. 

The rationale for these positions was given by 
Matgamna in IB 21. After a few ritualistic phrases 
against the witeh-hunt and register, he declared: 
“The alternative is to fight this register until it is 
established (if eventually it is) and Militant’s hard 
core is purged and then go with groups like CLPD, 
LCC ote., if they register. We should oppose the re- 
gistration of the CLPD at its December conference 
but in goneral it is unlikely that the Marxists can 
shape what happens. As a rough rule of thumb | 
suggest that we use the CLPD as a waather vane, 
and advise cothinkers in the LP to register (or at- 
tempt to register) at the point that it does, or is 
automatically registered whether it applies or not.’ 
Matgamna explains that this cynical blowing with 
the Wind is permissible because the register is not a 
Principle. But comrade Matgamna is it not an unprin- 
cipled tactic to refuse to fight the register to the 
very end and thus, hopefully weaken the right's 
offensive, irrespective of which way our fair weather 
friends in the CLPD are moving? As with our position 
on rate rises, our position on the register is na 
more than left-posturing. It betrays an unhealthy 
fear of an all-out struggle with the Labour traitors. 


ENTRYISM - FROM TACTIC TO 
STRATEGY 


Some years ago in “Workers Action” Matgamna 
argued: “One of the major reasons for the divisions 
in the revolutionary marxist left in Britain has been 
different attitudes on what to do about the Labour 
Party. This is the major strategic question for mili- 
tants trying to restructure and remould the British 
labour movement.” 

In saying this he was downplaying the central 
importance of the class's primary fighting organi- 
sations (the unions and workplace organisations), In 
its stead he elevated the struggle in the working 
class's electoral alternative to the Tories. 

We do not reject work in the Labour Party. But 
we do say that it should be subordinate to an orien- 
tation to the militants in the unions and workplaces, 
currently a minority, who are confused and disarmed 
after years of Labour misrule and Tory iron rule. 
We do not accept that the unions which embrace 
millions can be equated with a reformist political 
party consciously joined only by thousands (despite 
official figures). We do not regard them as equa/ 
pillars of the labour movement in that the unions 
are the bedrock organisations that workers turn to 
at times of struggle at the point of production. 

Matgamna rejects this view. In line with his 
earlier position his resolution in 1B 21 commented: 

‘In addition there is - it can be said dogmatically - 
no prospect for an independent revolutionary ten- 
dency in the next period competing with the LP.” 

Competing at what level - at the polls? We would 
agree. But, the polls are not the only focus - indead 


organisation's centrist jeaders and the elements of 
the membership who support their line and who do 
not want to loose their place in the queue waiting 
for councillordom. 


THE DESTRUCTION OF DEMOCRATIC 
CENTRALISM 


Centrism, by its very nature, is forced to twist 
and turn. It has no definite programme, but steals 
from the programmes of others in an eclectic fashion. 
To carry out its twists and turns it must have a 
maleable membership that it can control. It can 
brook no revolutionary opposition. It exercises con- 
trol not via open debate and democratic centralism, 
but by bureaucratic methods. We do not accuse the 
leadership of being bureaucrats as such. Their or- 
ganisational methods are bureaucratic. 

This Jeadership has robbed the WSL of a party 
organ (for example over the Malvinas.) As for WSR 
the Matgamna clique fail to produce it regularly and 
only produced No. 2 for blatantly factiona/ reasons. 

The Matgamnaite controlled apparatus pushed 
for a moratorium on debate over the Malvinas only 
after the special conference voted against them. 
They have repeatedly postponed the annual con- 
ference proper. They have been disloyal to all their 
opponents. Their attitude to the IT, which in our 
view was too conciliatory to Matgamna’s clique, 
has been disgraceful. They have slandered the IT and 
manouvred against it. They threatened to expel 
the IT of spurious grounds prior to the conference. 
They tried to salami opposition with baseless asser- 
tions about an RWL plot. These assertions were 
made in a quasi-chauvinist fashion with reference 
to “foreign cults.” Prior to this Matgamna had not 
produced any political arguments against either the 
RWL or the IT. All along he has been preparing 
a pre-emptive split or expulsions in order to remove 
opponents prior to a proper political debate and 
prior to his further and perhaps final liquidation 
into left social democracy. 

His retraction of the threat came because he had 
won agreement from the Thornett wing of the 
leadership that they would work to marginalise the 
IT, The Matgamnaites are an unprincipled clique. 
Their only real principle is a hatred for any prin- 
ciple and intransigence (which they mis-call sectar- 
ianism). Against Benn and Co they repeatedly re 
fuse to raise principled differences, To the IT and 
the TILC majority they bare their teeth in rage, 
whilst they lick the hand of Benn, Race and Co like 
spaniels, They pull down one principle after another 
in their desperate anxiety not to be éut off from 
parliamentary and municipal left leaders and the 
petit-bourgeoisie of the new labour left. 

The time has come to call a halt. 


WHAT MUST BE DONE 


The Matgamna leadership must be removed. It 
has shown that it is not fit to lead by : 
i) social pacifism on the Malvinas war. 
ii) rampant revisionism on fundamental issues - Per- 
manent Revolution, imperialism, |reland, Workers’ 
Government. 
iii) its disloyalty to the membership - viz the attem- 
pted expulsion of oppositionists. 
iv) its conciliation and liquidation into Bennism and 
left reformism in general. 
y) its hostility to building an international tendency- 





viz its attitude to TILC. 


It is an inveterately centrist leadership, moving 
rightwards towards social democracy. We ask the 
coming conference to throw it out and elect a slat 
which guarantees to implement the following poli- 
cies: 

DEstablish a programme commission to draw up : 
programme purged of the revisionism that has dis 
ured the politics of the WSL. 


OFor a major turn towards work in the trade unit 
workplaces and amongst tha unemployed, The cur 
rent struggles in the car industry show that the 
openings exist for a turn to the militant minority 
the factories. In particular we should systematise 
the production of revolutionary socialist workplac 
bulletins; the building of fractions and readers 
groups around the paper and bulletins; building ge 
uine rank and file formations in the unions pitted 
against the bureaucracy; the fight against the TUC 
and the Stalinists for a national unemployed wor- 
kers union and trade union organisation of the un: 
employed. 


OFor fraction work in the Labour Party as the ba 
of a fight to build a tendency around our revolut- 
jonary polities. For a fight against the witeh-hunt 

to the end. No registration. No expulsions. No dis- 
bandment of CLPs. For the recognition of all dem 
cratically selected candidates. 


OFor open work amongst youth, women, blacks 
and gays on the basis of a fight for revolutionary 
Politics amongst the oppressed. No more concessio 
to pacifism, feminism, separatism ete., at the level 
of programme. The WSL has kowtowed to feminis: 
The youth work panders to labourism and feminisi 
O For a communist working women’s movement 
O For a revolutionary youth movement. 


OFor a regular party paper and a quarterly theor- 
etical journal as organs of programmatic clarificatic 
and as the means to fight for our politics in the 
working class. For other bulletins/papers(Labour 
Party, youth etc.) to be produced if logistically 
possible. For a monthly bulletin for Labour Party 
work: 





TALC. 


We now recognise that TILC cannot be turned 
into a genuine democratic centralist tendency, 
simply by proclaiming that this is what we want. 
What we do propose is that the goal of an Inter- 
national tendency can and must be achieved by a 
systematic discussion on programme involving all 
tha TILC groups ta include elaborated positions or 
the key questions of: 


OThe Fourth international 


O Reformism and Stalinism and tactics for fighting 
them, 


O Imperialism, Permanent Revolution and tactics 
and strategy In semi-colonial countries. 


O The workers states and political revolution. 


0 Principles of communist work in the unions, 
reformist parties and movements of the oppressed 


This discussion must be facilitated by the est- 
ablishment of a special commission to translate anc 
circulate all relevant documents. The incoming lead 
ership should collaborate with TILC sections to 
ensure that a programme based on the method and 
doctrine of the Transitional Programme, but devel- 
oped on the key points we have outlined, is drawn 
up and circulated in an international 1B. 

The international discussion should also cover 
the key tactics/perspectives of each national sectior 
These discussions should be absolutely open, with | 
barriers to criticism and should, for example, incluc 
the following: 
© Labour Party work in Britain 


OThe Labour Party Slogan in the US 
O Transitional Demands 
OLOR'’s attitude to the USF] ete. 


On this basis alone TILC could create the politi 
cal base to move towards democratic centralism, 
with sovereign international conferences and an In- 
ternational leadership and apparatus. 


RELATIONS WITH OTHER GROUPS 


The incoming leadership of the WSL must comr 
itself to real revolutionary regroupment in Britain. 
To this end it must break off negotiations with the 
SL and London Labour Briefing who have demon- 
strated themselves to be rightward moveing centrist 
groups. The path of revolutionary regroupment mu: 
be via fusion discussion with genuine revolutionary 
organisations. In Britain today that means fusion 
discussions with the Workers Power Group. They 
exhibit neither the sectarianism of the RCP/Spar- 
tacists nor the opportunism of the SL. The incomir 
leadership should contact Workers Power with a 
view to opening sach discussion. 





WORKERS POWER MAY 1983 PAGE 


athe 


UNDER WHICH 
FLAG? 





THIS MONTH, THE London 
borough of Islington’s ‘New Left’ 
Labour Party will be celebrating 
the first anniversary of their 
crushing defeat of the SDP in the 
local government elections. Last 
May, with a massive 50:1 majority 
behind them, the council ran up 
the Red Flay to symbolise their 
determination to take the fight 
forward in the ‘Socialist Republic’ 
of Islington. 


More recently, the Union 
Flag flew over the Town Hall to 
commemorate the Queen's birth- 
day. This is also not without its 
symbolic significance. The last 
year has seen the council haul 
down its colours on several fronts. 
On a small scale the municipal 
socialists of Islington have been 
confronted by all the problems 
that would beset a Labour Gov- 
ernment attempting to implement 
the progressive aspects of its pro- 
gramme within the framework of 
the parliamentary system. Isling- 
ton is a living example of just how 
wrong those ‘revolutionaries’, such 
as the Socialist Organiser Alliance, 
are who think it is possible to 
smuggle in revolutionary political 
measures via gaining a Labour 
majority. 

It is certainly true that Islington 
Council has attempted to introduce 
reforms. Improved rights for gays in the 
provision of council housing and a much 
greater emphasis on women’s rights 
have brought down the wrath of the 
bourgeois press on the council. Clearly 
such reforms have to be supported and 
the council defended on its record on 
these questions. However, on the most 
central problems facing the working 
class the council's record is indefencible. 
Rather than the much-heralded confron- 
tation with the Tories, the council has 
taken steps towards confrontation with 
its own workforce and supporters. 

To date, the council has gone nearly 
all the way to satisfying the budgetary 
requirements of Thatcher and King, 
arguing that they have to repair the 
damage done by their SDP predecessors 
before they can begin to implement 
their awn programme. For the working 


class of Islington this has meant a rates 
increase of 30% — some six times the 
rate of inflation. 

Despite all the rhetoric about more 
consultation and more open admini- 
stration, the council has kept negoti- 
ations over pay for several sectors of 
its employees secret. Thus, a wage 


rise for nursery nurses, originally agreed 
to last year, was later withdrawn because 


the £48,000 it would cost would have 


infringed the budget allocation. A unan- 


imous decision by the nurses to take 
strike action resulted in the council 
‘finding’ the money by savings on ‘un- 
necessary expenditure’, Similarly, 
Secrecy surrounds the deal eventually 
struck with UCATT to end a strike by 
the council’s building workers, 

That those who, despite their pro- 
testations, in practice maintain the in- 
terests of the banks and money-lenders 


(who last year drained £14.6 billion from 
from local councils nationally) must end 


up in confrontation with the working 
class has been most clearly shown in 
Islington by the rate increases. The: 
retreat from opposition to all such in- 
creases to support for a 30% rise can 
be seen in the shifting position of 
Socialist Organiser supporter, and 
Labour Chief Whip, Alan Clinton. 

Writing in London Labour Briefing 
last Novemwer, Clinton said that raising 
rates , “would be an attack on working 
class people just as unpleasant and un- 
necessary as all the other ones we are 
trying to avoid.” The same ‘Marxist’ 
councillor soon began to change his 
tune. On the question of the pay award 
promised to the nurses he voted for its 
withdrawal to produce a 10-9 victory 
against the nurses. Mr.Clinton, however, 
was not yet finished. Drawing no douvt 
on the long years of experience he has 
in ‘revolutionary’ politics, he redoubled 
his efforts when it came to the full 
council vote on the rate increases. This 
time he not only ensured,’party disci- 
pline’ (i.e. the discipline of the party's 
council group, not the discipline of the 
earlier pledges to the working class) he 
intervened to speak in favour of the 
‘Civie Budget’ rate rises and all. The 
vote was won wy fifty-one to one, all- 
owing the lone SDP councillor to pre- 
sent himself as the guardian of the in- 
terests of the rate payers, including the 
working class ones. 

That the ‘left’ councillors of Isling- 
ton cannot fulfil their promises and 
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Labour 8rieting after the election (inset: Labour Leader, Deputy Leader and Chair of Groupl; 
Socialist Organiser offers advice on rates increases - but their most prominent supporters ignore it. 


cannot even recognise what their pri- 
orities should be, has been shown out- 
side the council chamber as well. In a 
predictable response to the Labour 
Group's decision to go for a rates in- 
crease, the SDP mounted a demon- 
stration for the night of the full coun- 
cil meeting at which the vate would 
be taken. The Labour councillors, who 
had done nothing to moLilise the trade 
unions in an effort to implement their 
own programme, now called on them 
to stage a counter-demonstration to 
the SDP. Not surprisingly this appeal 
to mobilise in support of rate rises 

fell on deaf ears amongst the workers 
of Islington. 

The policies of Islington Council, 
their minor reforms notwithstanding, 
will lose them working class support. 
The experience of Lambeth and Lothian 
has already shown that a future defeat 
in Islington will not merely mean a re- 
turn to the position as it was before 
last May. On the contrary, the right 
wing will be greatly strengthened both 
inside the Labour Party and outside it. 
In Lothian, the Labour councillors lost 
their seats — wut a thousand workers 
lost their jobs. 

In Workers Power 35, we argued 
that communists in such situations had 
to fight for an uncompromising policy 
not only against rate and rent increases 
but for increased spending at the ex- 


pense of the bankers and finance houses. | 


To those who might argue that coun- 
cillors in Islington cannot realistically 
take such a stand because they would 
be defenceless against government 
attack, we reply that such an attack was 
always absolutely inevitable, even on 
the basis of the Labour programme. 
That is why it is necessary, from the 
beginning, to campaign for active 
working class mobilisation to enforce 
even a programme of reforms, let alone 
the programme upon which ravalution- 
aries would stand for election. The 
central weakness of the Islington Labour 
Party is that it saw its major task as 
simply getting elected. Experience is 
already proving that an electoral vic- 
tory without movilised and prepared 
rank and file working class support, is 
hollow indeed. Such a mistake is to 
be expected of reformists, no matter 
how left their private opinions or pub- 
lic statements. 


For thase who regard themselves 
as revolutionaries, however, what is in- 
volved is a conscious rejection of cen- 
tral principles. To stand for election, 
even at local level, on the platform of 
the Labour Party is to mislead the 
working class supporters of that 
party about the tasks and battles that 
lie ahead. It is to deny the need to 
fight independently for a communist 
programme. Where communists do 
not have the forces necessary to stand 


their own candidates — and it is no dis- 
grace to recognise the reality of weak- 
hass— they are obliged to presant their 
programme in terms of demands on 
those who profess to stand in the in- 
terests of the working class. 

Wherever such forces attempt to push 
through progressive measures, as has 
sometimes been the case in Islington, 
revolutionaries of course must attempt 
to unite with them and their supporters 
in defence against bourgeois attack. This 
means proposing and taking part in every 
possible joint action whilst retaining 
the right to criticise the fundamental 
weaknesses of the reformists and their 
policies, seeking to win their support- 
ers to the revolutionary programme. 

This has not been done in Islington. 
The supposed revolutionaries are com- 
pletely indistinguishable from the re- 
formists and feel obliged to defend the 
positions the council has been ‘forced’ 
to adopt. This is exactly the opposite 
of defending reformists against reaction, 
despite the positions they adopt. It is 
still to be seen if these ‘revolutionaries’ 
will also defend the council against the 
working class. 


by Dave Jenkins (Islington NALGO) 
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NOTHING NEW FROM THORNETT 
CONTINUED FROM PAGE 9 


of one or another single demand by official union 
bodies, Thus it was with the biennial resolution to 
the T&GWU conference on the sliding scale of 
wages in the late 1970s. In recent years it is the 
slogan ‘open the books’. Thus in the general pres- 
cription of Alan Thornett’s WSR3 article and the 
particular interventions of the WSL in the recent 
Cowley dispute the main emphasis was placed on 
launching a struggle around this slogan. Hoping to 
relive the golden days when Cowley shop stewards 
established an ‘open the books’ committee, 
Thornett and Co. presume that the ‘open the books’ 
demand - if fought for - would lead inexorably to 
the only answer to capitalist crisis = ‘work sharing 
on full pay’ and a ‘workers government’ 

In the recent Cowley dispute they placed their 
major emphasis on the fight to ‘open the books’ 
alongside a call for a strike committee elected by 
the stewards and bringing out all British Leyland 
workers. But these schematists have failed to under- 
stand the dynamic essence of the method of the 
Transitional Programme. At the heart of the system 
of transitional dernands is the struggle to organise 
the working class for power through the struggle 
for workers control against the employing class. 
That is why we have argued that the key tactic 
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that militants should have fought for in Cowley 
was the factory occupation: a tactic that would 
have guaranteed no scab could ever work, kept the 
workers together and established contra/ over the 
plant making possible the real opening of the books 
and files of the management. And they failed to 
raise the call to rip up the 92 page ‘Slaves Charter’ 
which would not only have served to galvanise soli- 
darity action throughout Leyland but also opened 
the road of struggle for workers control for all 
British Leyland workers. 

As a legacy of their factional feud with Healy 
the Thornettites have always opposed the demands 
for workers control in nationalised industries and 
fought instead for workers management. This only 
compounds their inability to understand how the 
method of the Transitional Programme applies to 
the living class struggle in Cowley. Instead thay are 
left with an operative strategy which consists 
entirely of trade union demands and methods and 
a token demand from the Transitional programme. 
The latter thus appears a rather unsuitable trade 
union demand in the context of the battle at 
Cowley. 

Last time Thornett and Co set sail with this 
perspective they suffered shipwreck. They wera 
rescued from their desert isle by Matgamna’s craft - 
bound for Social Democracy. Their hopelessly 
falsified class struggle perspective and their lifeless 


dogmatic ‘Trotskyism’ meant that faced with 
Matgamna’s ‘creative’ new ideas, and his apparent 
success they had no answer. Despite their claim to 
be fighting revisionism now they still cannot formu- 
late any sharply distinctive practice either in the 
Labour Party or in the trade unions. 

Despite their talk of turning to the working 
class and fighting for Transitional Demands they 
were as keen as the Matgamnaites on ‘Health 
workers for the Full Claim’ which tailed the left 
NUPE officials and fought for none of the much 
trumpeted ‘transitional demands’. 

Similarily despite their criticisms of Matgamna’s 
adaptation to Labourism, they have neither used 
the Socialist Organiser’s pages to denounce his 
programmatic revisions nor have they an alternative 
perspective for work within the Labour Party. In 
documents presented to this year’s conference they 
praise Benn'‘s stand on the witch-hunt as fulsomely 
as the ‘Bennite’ Socialist Organiser has ever done, 
“The Bennite left in distinction to the crypto- 
Stalinist currents around the LCC and Clause IV 
has stood fairly consistently against avery aspect of 
the witch-hunt. Benn for example has strongly 
defended Militant.” (1B48) No sign here that they'd 
da any more intransigent opponents of Benn than 
the lead editors on Socialist Organiser. And no sign 
either that they've any alternative to the rotten 
bloc being cobbled together with Socialist Action 


and an unwilling crew of reformists under the 
banner of Socialists for a Labour Victory. Thorne 
himself was openly calling for a re-run of the old 
SCLV back in 1B36, and he was projecting this as 
the means of taking the programme into the demo 
cracy movement;"It is necessary to bring 
programme centrally into the democracy movemer 
This is why the time is ripe for another SCLV typ 
initiative.” (IB36) It is a sign of just how far down 
Matgamna’‘s road Thornett really is. He is now an 
advocate of forming what the old WSL denounced 
as a rotten bloc.And his literary assistant Harry 
Sloan has gone into print in SO 28.4.83 lamenting 
the slow start of the new SLV and urging it to get 
down to its promised campaign for Labour policie 

Thornett and Co, now say they want to fight 
Matgamna. But they won't be able to do that with 
the dusted down platform of the old WSL or with 
a modified form of Matgamnaism that pays more 
lip service to ‘turning to the proletariat’ and does 
so without breaking with the centrist politics of th 
WSL. Only a radical re-appraisal of the traditions 
of the old WSL can clear the way to a real fight 
against revisionism. Without it the alternatives will 
either be disintegration via a suicidal re-run of the 
old WSL (a demi-semi-mini-mass party), continued 
imprisonment in Matgamna’‘s opportunist outfit 
or a jump down the poisoned well into the 
Socialist League. 
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